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This dissertation primarily investigates the acquisition of a third language (L3) by 
early bilinguals with a special focus on the acquisition of morphosyntactic features. 
Three studies that investigated the role of potential factors, such as a formal L2 
experience, home language, L3 proficiency and structural familiarity, in L3 through 
experimental and corpus-based methodologies are reported here.  
To examine the potential role of transfer in L3 acquisition by investigating 
typological proximity, an untimed grammaticality judgment task measures explicit 
knowledge of nominative and accusative Korean case-marking in four different 
argument structures (e.g., intransitive, transitive, etc.). The learners with any prior 
formal L2 experience (EBLs+L2) were further subdivided into those with experience 
studying Japanese versus those without Japanese experience. Although specific 
experience with Japanese may convey slight advantages, EBLs+L2, regardless of 
typological proximity to Korean, significantly outperformed EBLs. These findings 
suggest that EBLs+L2 are generally advantaged in L3 study, not because of transfer 
from typologically similar languages, but due to generally enhanced metalinguistic 
awareness.  
The results of examination on the role of L3 proficiency indicate that the 
benefit of prior L2 experience is strongest at the initial stage of L3 learning. At the 
initial stage of learning, prior formal language study experience allows learners to be 
equipped with enhanced sensitivity to new linguistic inputs, which facilitates learning 
of syntactic features, even those used in structures that are unfamiliar to the learner. 
In addition, the advantage of L2 learning experiences was not limited only in 
acquiring obligatory grammatical features but it could be extended to learning 
sociolinguistic variations in L3. The study that examined the acquisition of variation 
in argument realisation involving such case-marking found that EBLs+L2 patterned 
more closely to native speakers in variation of argument realisation. Native speakers 
vi 
of Korean vary in argument realisation between full NP with explicit case marker, 
full NP with dropped case marker, and covert NP, depending on the sociolinguistic 
and discourse context. This study, using a variationist sociolinguistic framework, 
investigates whether prior experience with formal study of an L2 influences Korean 
learners’ Type 1 variation (i.e., correct versus incorrect argument realization) and 
Type 2 variation (i.e., variation between alternative acceptable variants). The results 
showed that the Type 2 variation patterns of EBLs+L2 were found to more closely 
mirror the patterns of their classroom input as compared to EBLs, suggesting that 
students with prior formal L2 learning experience have enhanced sensitivity to Type 
2 variation. Specifically, significant differences were found between the two learner 
groups for sentence structures that are unique to the L3 and thus unfamiliar to 
learners. However, both groups performed comparably in terms of Type 1 variation 
with a partial advantage in accusative marking, meaning that they produced the same 
proportion of correct versus incorrect tokens generally. This study demonstrates that, 
in addition to previously demonstrated benefits for acquisition of grammatical 
competence, prior language learning experience may facilitate acquisition of variation 
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1. Introduction 
The term ‘second language’ (L2) in many second language acquisition (SLA) studies 
has been used to refer a non-native language, regardless of how many languages the 
learner has studied previously. In this usage, L2 may indeed be the next language 
learnt after the first language (L1) in a literal sense, or it may be a third, fourth, or 
fifth language (Gass & Slinker, 2008). More recent literature in SLA, however, has 
clarified the importance of distinguishing between second and third (or any additional) 
languages in language learning. In studies of the acquisition of a third language, 
researchers have found that new linguistic information interacts in a complex fashion 
with existing linguistic knowledge of both first and second languages. While early 
studies of transfer in L3 learning claimed the L1 is the predominant source of 
influence on additional language learning (Odlin, 1989), subsequent work has 
established that any languages in the language repertoire can be influential in the 
learning of an additional language; moreover, a number of variables have been argued 
to shape the extent to which each of the previously-acquired languages influences the 
learning of the L3. Various studies have therefore argued that L2 and L3 learning 
should be studied in different frames (Hammarberg, 2001; Flynn et al., 2004; 
Rothman, 2011).  
In the last decade, numerous works have proven that there is a clear 
distinction between L2 learning and L3 learning, particularly in the acquisition of 
morphosyntactic features (Cenoz, 2001, 2003; Rothman, 2011; Gass & Slinker, 2008; 
Gracía Mayo & Rothman, 2012 a.o.). Factors proposed to influence L3 learning 
include the age at which L3 learning begins (Gass & Slinker, 2008), formal or 
informal setting of learning, proficiency in L2 (Jaensch, 2009), recency (Hammarberg, 
2001), the foreign language effect (Meisel, 1983), setting and topic of conversation 
(Cenoz, 2001), language distances among the three (or more) languages (Rothman, 
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2011), degree of bilingualism (Bialystok, 1988; Cromdal, 1999, Rothman, 2015), and 
metalinguistic awareness (Cummins, 1978; Thomas, 1988; Klein, 1995; Jessner, 
2006). Early studies of the effect of previously-known languages on L3 learning 
focused on lexical acquisition (Ringbom, 1987; De Angelis and Selinker, 2001; 
Cenoz, 2001). Later studies, especially in the generative framework, have 
investigated functional categories and structures such as relative clauses (Flynn et al, 
2004), complementiser phrases, word orders (Cenoz, 2003), case/gender inflections 
(Jaensch, 2009, 2012), verbal functional categories such as tense and agreement 
(Leung, 2003) and syntactic structure (Bardel and Falk, 2007). 
This dissertation focuses on the acquisition of L3 Korean, in particular 
Korean argument realisation. In Korean, each argument, mostly in the form of a noun 
phrase (NP), is marked with an explicit case-marker such as 이(i) for nominative case 
and 를(lul) for accusative, as in (1). The morphosyntactic realisation of arguments 
(such as Case-marking) is encountered in the early stages of learning Korean, but it is 
not an easy construction for many learners to master until the advanced level of 
Korean if there is the lack of explicitly marked case in their previously known 
languages. 
 
(1) 제이슨이     김치를             좋아합니다. 
      Jason-i            kimchi-lul        joahapnida 
      Jason-NOM    Kimchi-ACC    like 
      Jason likes Kimchi. 
 
The Failed Functional Feature Hypothesis (FFFH) (Hawkins & Chan, 1997) 
proposes that adult L2 learners are incapable of acquiring the functional features and 
parameterised properties that are not instantiated in the L1. In L2 learning, instead, 
the FFFH proposes that some other operation which is not parameter resetting must 
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be involved in producing the observed restructuring of the learner’s grammar of the 
L2. Leung (2005) predicts that L1 transfer effects lead to the ultimate ‘failure’ of 
acquisition of parameterized (functional) properties from the initial to final state in L3 
acquisition. In light of this prediction, the case-marking system of Korean, which 
does not share the same principle with L1 English, is impossible to acquire by 
learners of L3 Korean. Alternatively, they should acquire case-markers by relying on 
some other operation. 
Similarly, the critical period hypothesis assumes that post-pubescent learners 
(after the critical period) are unable to access universal grammar (UG) and 
parameters are impossible to be reset. However, Hakuta et al. (2003) reported that 
they failed to find evidence of any drop or discontinuity of L2 proficiency as age of 
acquisition increases providing support against the critical period hypothesis. Paradis 
(2004) also made an important review of the critical period hypothesis by limiting its 
application to the acquisition of implicit linguistic competence. This work claims that 
the acquisition of implicit competence is restricted to early L2 learners while late L2 
learners, on the other hand, rely on explicit learning to gain declarative knowledge of 
an L2. Paradis continued to argue that, although explicit knowledge ultimately is not 
converted into implicit knowledge, metalinguistic knowledge can assist the 
development of implicit competence, but only indirectly through focusing attention 
on the items that need to be practised and through monitoring. 
Under the FFFH, the extent to which the Korean case-marking system is 
acquirable by English speakers would depend upon one’s theory of the underlying 
representation of case in English. Informal observations in the language classroom 
setting suggest that English speakers learn the Korean case-marking system with a 
certain degree of success.  However, what is still unclear here is whether the 
performance is the result of transfer of existing language knowledge or innate 
knowledge (implicit knowledge) transformed from explicit knowledge that was learnt 
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in the classroom (See Ellis, 2005 for implicit and explicit knowledge interface). 
Moreover, students with L2 experience with Japanese, a language that shares a 
similar case-marking system, appear to transfer their L2 knowledge in learning the 
Korean system. Indeed, typological proximity in selection of the source of transfer in 
L3 acquisition is supported by previous empirical studies (Cenoz, 2001; Rothman & 
Cabrelli Amaro, 2010; Rothman, 2010, 2011; Montrul et al., 2011). Relative to 
English, the distance between Japanese and Korean is small with regard to the case-
marking system; the systems of both Japanese and Korean mark the case of each 
noun with an explicit functional morpheme, whereas English noun phrases are 
usually marked via word order.  
Besides typologically related second languages, L2 learning experience in 
general may benefit additional language learning. Bilinguals have been found to 
outperform monolinguals in learning foreign languages (Thomas, 1988; Klein, 1995; 
Sanz, 2000; Cenoz, 2003); this phenomenon has been attributed to bilinguals’ greater 
metalinguistic awareness (Thomas, 1988; Klein, 1995; Cenoz, 2003), stronger 
motivation (Sanz, 2000), and more advanced cognitive development and 
communicative skills (Cenoz, 2003). Bilinguals and multilinguals have consistently 
shown an enhanced ability to recognize and analyse linguistic input and are able to 
shift learning strategies and cognitive strategies in learning an additional language 
(Tomasello, 2003; Bowden et al., 2005; Jessner, 2006; Jaensch, 2009, Bardel & Falk, 
2012). Studies have also found more general cognitive benefits to bilingualism, 
particularly for early bilinguals, in relation to executive functions (Bialystok, 2007). 
However, no previous studies have examined how L1 and/or L2 transfer in L3 
acquisition operates among early bilinguals. It is, therefore, unknown whether 
bilinguals benefit in L3 acquisition from transfer of an L2 learnt later in life, or 
whether the general advantages of early bilingualism overwhelm any such L2 transfer 
effect. In addition, no previous studies on enhanced cognitive skills of bilinguals have 
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investigated the direct correlation between measured metalinguistic awareness and L3 
performance. It is necessary to further clarify whether the proposal of the beneficial 
effect of bilingualism is due to enhanced metalinguistic awareness. Additionally, 
effects of previous language-learning background and metalinguistic awareness may 
vary at different stages of L3 acquisition. Further research to examine the role of each 
factor in different chronological stages of L3 acquisition (hereafter L3A) is required. 
In addition to the factors influencing the acquisition of syntactically 
obligatory features, this dissertation is interested in the acquisition of variation in 
argument realisation by L3 learners. Production of structurally-correct sentences does 
not guarantee a complete mastery of sociolinguistic variation phenomena comparable 
to the competence of native speakers. Native speakers of Korean, for instance, vary in 
argument realisation between full NP with explicit case marker, full NP with dropped 
case marker, and covert NP. Full realisation of all arguments only happens in half of 
all sentences among native speakers (Kim, 2008). For early bilingual learners of L3 
Korean, in addition to acquiring the use of a structural feature such as the case-
marking system, variation in NP case-marking and argument realisation more 
generally should be acquired to achieve native-like competence. While grammatical 
case-marking is rather structural and systematic, gradient patterns of argument 
realisation cannot be learnt from acquiring concrete knowledge of grammatical rules 
but only with linguistic exposure and experiences. As Regan et al. (2009) found from 
their study, even one year of study in a target language society can improve L2 
sociolinguistic competence. L3 sociolinguistic competence thus requires enough 
exposure to the variation patterns of linguistic input and further, cognitive skills to 
analyse and apply this knowledge in language production. 
In conclusion, this dissertation aims to intensely investigate the source of 
transfer in L3 learning, especially in regard to learning structural information such as 
the case-marking system at different L3 proficiency levels, and the acquisition of 
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variable patterns of argument realisation, using a primarily generative approach for 
the former and a variationist approach for the latter. Although each research question 
examines the acquisition of the Korean case-marking system in a broad sense, each 
requires different methods to investigate. The dissertation includes three studies to 
best address each research question. Study 1 focuses on the role of formal L2 learning 
experience and typological proximity between L3 and previous languages. Study 2 
investigates the role of L3 proficiency and metalinguistic awareness in L3 learning. 
Studies 1 and 2 both use an experimental quantitative approach in the form of a 
grammaticality judgement task. Study 3 investigates whether prior experience with 
formal study of an L2 influences Korean learners’ Type 1 variation (i.e. correct 
versus incorrect argument realisation) and Type 2 variation (i.e. variation between 
alternative acceptable variants). This study uses a variationist approach, comparing a 
















2. Background  
2.1. Cross-linguistic influences in L3 learning 
Since the main focus of the current study is the influence of previously-learnt 
languages in learning an additional language, it is crucial to clarify the term used to 
indicate this influence. Odlin (1989) defined ‘transfer’ as the influence resulting from 
similarities and differences between the target language and any other languages that 
have been previously (and perhaps imperfectly) acquired. Earlier, Sharwood Smith & 
Kellerman (1986) distinguishes that transfer is the influence from previous languages 
to the target language whereas cross-linguistic influence is mutual influence between 
languages in one’s profile, meaning that the direction of influence is both ways. This 
dissertation is interested in the role of L1 and/or L2 in L3, and therefore, uses 
‘Transfer’ as ‘one-way influence’ from existing languages to the target language, L3 
following the definition from Odlin (1989). However, it does not exclude other 
possible influences from other language learning experiences prior to the target 
language. Some previous works directly and indirectly reported transfer of non-
linguistic features such as conceptual organization (Kellerman, 1995), sentence 
processing strategies (MacWhinney, 1987), pragmatic knowledge (Kasper, 1992) and 
procedural knowledge (Paradis, 2009; Bardel and Falk, 2012). And it would be fair to 
investigate any influence both linguistic and non-linguistic in L3 learning. 
From a psychological perspective, ‘Transfer’ is not exactly the same concept 
to describe the language performance as a result of ‘Transferring’ knowledge from 
one language to the other language. As Odlin (1989) pointed out the ambiguity of the 
term ‘Transfer’, it would indicate the process to access to the existing knowledge 
(declarative/explicit and procedural/implicit) to adopt it in learning a new language. 
From this perspective, many factors can cause individual difference in language 
performance. For instance, one learner might get easier access to the correct 
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knowledge to transfer to be more successful in learning L3 compared to one who has 
difficulty to find access to the knowledge that is supposed to be transferred. An 
ability to access the designated knowledge can be achieved from cognitive skills, 
such as enhanced metalinguistic awareness (Bislystok, 2007, 2011; Bialystok, Peets 
& Moreno, 2014), recognition of typological distance (Rothman & Cabrelli Amaro, 
2010; Kellerman, 1983) and procedural knowledge of language learning (Paradis, 
2009). 
 
2.1.1. Selection of the source of transfer in L3 acquisition 
In L3 learning, what motivates selecting a source of transfer is still an on-going issue 
in the field. Earlier in L3A studies, L1 was believed to be the sole source of transfer 
in any additional language learning (e.g. the Full Transfer Full Access, the Failed 
Functional Feature Hypothesis). However, empirical works identified transfer from 
previous language to L3 as cumulative (Flynn et al, 2004), between typologically 
close languages (Rothman, 2011) and L2 that could be more influential (Bardel and 
Falk, 2007).  
In the last decade, considerable work has been carried out to investigate the 
role of L1 and L2 on learning L3, particularly regarding the transfer of functional 
features from L1 and L2. Since the initial proposal that L2 and L3 learning should be 
studied separately, several new models of L3 learning have been put forth. The three 
models that will be discussed here specifically address L3 learning of 





2.1.1.1. Cumulative enhancement model (CEM) 
The Cumulative Enhancement Model (CEM) was proposed by Flynn et al. (2004) in 
response to the general agreement that L1 is the only resource influencing L3 learning. 
Flynn et al. (2004) investigated whether the properties of the L1 grammar alone can 
account for L3 learning or whether the grammatical properties of all previously-learnt 
languages potentially transfer in the learning of subsequent languages. The study 
examined the acquisition of English restrictive relative clauses (RCs) by three groups: 
Japanese learners of L2 English, Spanish learners of L2 English and Kazakh learners 
of L2 Russian learning L3 English. Kazakh and Japanese share SOV word order and 
head-final, left-branching structure whereas Russian, Spanish and English share SVO 
word order and head-initial, right-branching structure. It was found that the Kazakh 
learners with L2 Russian of L3 English, patterned with the L1 Spanish group rather 
than with the L1 Japanese group in learning L3 English. The authors therefore posited 
that prior complementiser phrase experiences in an L2 can enhance the learning of a 
similar structure in L3. Further, it was proposed that the L1 is not the only source for 
L3 transfer, particularly with regard to formal syntactic features and functional 
categories; cumulated experience in any previously acquired language can influence 
the acquisition of any subsequent language (L3). However, this study failed to 
explain what ability motivates learners to recognise the properties of each language 
and transfer them to the L3. Moreover, it is still unknown how the source of transfer 
is selected if there is more than one option in the CEM. 
 
2.1.1.2. L2 Status Factor 
The L2 Status Factor model, proposed by Bardel and Falk (2007), argues that L2 has 
a greater impact than L1 in L3 acquisition due to learning manner shared only 
between L2 and L3 in a formal setting. In other words, the L2 Status Factor model 
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predicts that the typological proximity between L1 and L3 is not as strong a factor as 
L2 and L3’s shared non-native status, termed the ‘L2 status factor.’ The model also 
proposes that typological proximity only favours transfer from L2 to L3, not from L1 
to L3, and moreover that L2 blocks even positive transfer from L1 to L3. This 
proposal was the result of examining two L3 learner groups acquiring negation 
constructions in regard to the position of negation feature in the sentence. The first 
group consisted of L1 speakers of a V2 (verb-second in a negation construction) 
language (Dutch or Swedish) and L2 English (non-V2) but learning a V2 L3 (Dutch 
or Swedish) while the second group was L1 speakers of a non-V2 language (English, 
Hungarian, Italian or Albanian) with a V2 L2 (German or Dutch) and learning a V2 
L3 (Dutch or Swedish). The results showed that the second group, in which L2 and 
L3 were both V2, outperformed the first group, in spite of the typological proximity 
of their L1 to the L3 (both V2) as a result of L2 status. The authors thus concluded 
that the L2 status factor is stronger than the typological proximity factor in L3 
learning. To articulate the model, Bardel and Falk (2012) further suggest a 
neurolinguistic account for this model, in which the L2 is selected as a source of 
transfer to L3 because L1 and L2 knowledge is neurolinguistically distinctive in 
storage. In this account, knowledge of the linguistic structure of L1 is stored in 
procedural memory, whereas knowledge of L2 structure is based on explicit 
knowledge, and therefore it is stored in declarative memory (Paradis, 2009). L2 and 
L3 syntactic knowledge in declarative memory rather freely affect each other. And 
Falk et al. (2015) provided evidence for this argument by testing L1 metalinguistic 
knowledge and its correlation with L3 performance. As a result, the L2 status model 
would be conditioned that syntactic knowledge of L1 is only stored as a form of 
implicit competence whereas syntactic knowledge of L2 and L3 is stored as explicit 
knowledge. However, the model is inconsistent with cases in which L1 is selected for 
transfer to L3, as in Rothman (2011).  
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2.1.1.3. Typology primacy model (TPM) 
The Typological Primacy Model (TPM) was proposed by Rothman (2011) and is 
consistent with the CEM from Flynn et al. (2004) in that it emphasizes the role of 
typological proximity. The major argument of the TPM is that the typologically-
closest language to L3 between L1 and L2 has priority to be selected as a source of 
transfer to L3, even when this transfer is not facilitative and causes errors in the 
production of L3. Typological proximity in this case refers to perceived similarity on 
the part of the learner, as suggested by Kellerman (1983). Further empirical studies 
(Rothman, 2013; Rothman & Halloran, 2013) were reported to support the TPM. 
The TPM assumes that the perception of linguistic distance by the learner and 
the perception of 'transferability' can be more important than objective linguistic 
distance (Kellerman & Sharwood Smith 1986; Odlin, 1989; Ringbom, 1987). It 
requires that the learner should be able to perceive the typological similarity between 
the languages involved. If a learner does not perceive the typological distance among 
languages, the learner will fail to select any of the previous languages as a transfer 
source. Then what is the second option to select the source? They may not transfer 
any of the previous knowledge at all but rely on other foundations to build up the 
knowledge of the target language. 
The TPM assumes that learners have some awareness of language typology 
and the typological proximity between two languages, although it is not clearly stated 
to what extent the learner must be consciously aware of these factors. The TPM also 
makes no predictions in cases where all three languages are equally distant or equally 
close. In the case of the present study, the TPM would predict that Korean L3 learners 
who have prior L2 learning experience with a language that is typologically similar to 
Korean, such as Japanese, would select this language as a source of transfer to 
Korean. 
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Perception of typological distance between languages is influenced by 
writing system and orthography that each language uses in addition to typological 
similarity. Individuals can perceive the distance differently due to psychotypology 
(Kellerman, 1983) and if the distance among languages is not recognized, learners 
will choose L2 as a source of transfer which resembles L3 in the status of learning or 
nothing. Most of the language profiles of the reported studies are the combination of 
the languages which share a very close orthography such as Romanised alphabets.  
 
2.1.1.4.  Implication to the current study 
All three of the models introduced above, while making different predictions about 
the various impacts of L1 versus L2 on L3 learning, make similar predictions 
regarding typological proximity with regard to L2: prior L2 learning experience with 
a typologically-similar L2 will enhance L3 learning more than experience with a 
typologically-different L2. Specifically, the L2 Status Factor model would predict 
that L3 Korean learners with L2 Japanese experience will outperform others, 
including L3 Korean learners with prior experience learning other L2s that are not 
typologically similar to Korean. It is important to keep in mind, however, that all 
three of the models discussed are based on data drawn from late bilinguals, meaning 
individuals who acquired one language in infancy and only later studied an L2. It is 
unknown how these models apply to early bilinguals, the population examined in the 
present study. 
 
2.1.2. Transfer to Nowhere and beyond 
Earlier, Kellerman (1995) in line with ‘blind transfer' by Kean (1986), proposed the 
transfer to nowhere principle, which explains how learners transfer some types of 
‘thinking for speaking’, a conceptual organization from L1 to L2 unconsciously. This 
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principle indicates that there can be transfer which is not licensed by similarity or 
difference between languages, but rather, there is transfer of concept, perspective to 
events, selection of vocabulary and use of modality. For example, ‘Frog Story’, a 
non-verbal picture book was used by Berman and Slobin (1994) to study the different 
perspectives of languages (English, German, Spanish and Hebrew) on the same event. 
And the results of the study showed that there was a difference in the choice of verb, 
agent among participants and voice of the sentence. English description for the 
picture was “And he starts running. And he tips him off over a cliff into the water. 
And he lands.” while the Spanish version was very different in terms of the 
perspective in choosing a verb and the use of relative clauses, such as “The deer took 
him until a place, where below there was a river. Then the deer threw the dog and the 
boy to the river. And then they fell”. It clearly indicates that there is language-specific 
influence regarding sentence structuring. And Kellerman (1995) demonstrated that 
there is L1 influence in the choice of verb, voice and perspective to the event in L2. 
Odlin (2005) proposed that ‘conceptual transfer’ can be greatly influential in L2 
vocabulary selection and that ‘syntactic conservatism’ may remain in using a target 
language structure in pragmatically inappropriate ways. 
Other examples that I can take into consideration to support ‘Transfer to 
nowhere’ regarding L3 Korean is voice of verb. The use of passive voice in Korean 
and English differ in its typicality.  
 
(2) a. I can see the mountain well. (EN) 
      b. san-i     jal  bo-i-nda. (KR) 
          Mountain-NOM   well see-PASS-ENDING 
    The mountain is seen well.  
 
14 
(3) a. This book is written by Teacher Kim (EN) 
      b. Kim seonsangnim-i  i chac-ul   s-ett-da. (KR) 
          Teacher Kim-NOM this book-ACC   write-PAST-ENDING 
          Teacher Kim wrote this book.  
 
The English sentence in (2)a. should be translated as (2)b. in Korean to reflect the 
most authentic use by a native speaker uttering the sentence with the same purpose of 
speech to describe ‘the visibility of the mountain’. The other sentences in (3) are to 
express ‘the author of the book’ in English (3)a. and in Korean (3)b in an authentic 
way. However, the ways to put it forward are different from each other. And Korean 
learners of L2 English show frequent transfer in the use of passive where it is not 
very native in English (Kim & Kim, 2013). 
This principle can be extended to L3 learning settings to say that previous 
linguistic experiences can be transferred to learning L3 and it is not perceived by 
learners although they are unconsciously able to capture the similarities between L2A 
and L3A.  
Paradis (2009) mentioned that ‘implicit’ is unobservable but inferred and that 
implicit memory is a memory system whose existence is inferred only but it is 
impossible to be aware of the component of implicit memory that sustains skills 
which is called procedural memory. It includes language learning experiences which 
can be accessed later when such a procedural knowledge is required. In light of 
Paradis (2009), the claim from Kellerman (1995) can be re-written in the following 
way: L3 learners can transfer their procedural knowledge of learning an L2 because 
they perceive the similarity between L2A and L3A rather than between L1 experience 
and L3 learning. 
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2.2. Learner based factors 
Murphy (2003) proposed to classify the variables that would be influential in L3A in 
two types: learner-based variables and language-based variables. Incongruous results 
of the previous studies in the source of transfer could be due to many factors that lie 
in the category of learner-based variables.  
Age of acquisition (AoA) is one of the possible factors. Cenoz (2001), for 
instance, aimed to investigate the language distance, age and L2 status in learning L3 
English by two sequential bilingual groups of children (L1 Spanish with L2 Basque, 
L1 Basque with L2 Spanish) and one simultaneous bilinguals group of children 
(Spanish and Basque as L1). It reported that L1 Spanish children transferred more 
from L1 Spanish rather than L2 Basque in L3 English and typological similarity 
between L1 Spanish and L3 English is responsible for the children to select Spanish 
over Basque as a source of transfer. She concluded that typological proximity is more 
influential over L2 status in learning L3. However, the participants were as young as 
7-14 years old and they started to learn L3 English between the ages of 3 and10. 
Their L2 was acquired even earlier than L3 English and it was learnt at a very early 
stage of life. Moreover, the participants stayed in Basque country where schooling is 
offered in Basque. It made it impossible for L2 Basque to achieve a real L2 status. It 
is not necessarily typological proximity over L2 status but their L1 Spanish and L2 
Basque were in a similar status and typological proximity became the strong 
motivation to choose between two languages.  
Jaensch (2012) investigated two groups of participants: L1 Japanese/ L2 
English and L1 Spanish/ L2 English learning L3 German. Results showed that L1 
Japanese group and L1 Spanish group did not show much difference in performance 
on real nouns but L1 Japanese group outperformed in novel nouns. It could not be 
from any advantage from L1 Japanese as there is no typological similarity between 
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Japanese and German Case/Gender agreement and L2 English was the same 
condition for both of the groups. The background of the participants on their AoA and 
length of exposure for each language showed that L1 Japanese learners started to 
learn L2 English at the age of 13 (average) whereas L1 Spanish learners started L2 
English at 4.3 years old (average). This fact can be interpreted as the result of 
enhanced metalinguistic awareness which was achieved from formal learning of L2 
by L1 Japanese group later in life. Language learnt in the age of 4.3 is incapable to 
achieve L2 status considering age of 4.3 is still in the critical period of learning a 
language in the early stage of life. Therefore, L1 Spanish group learnt L2 English in 
rather L1-like setting which did not allow them to develop metalinguistic awareness 
as L1 Japanese learners. AoA caused significant different background for two groups 
and L1 Japanese learners performed better in novel nouns because they are equipped 
with enhanced metalinguistic awareness from learning L2 English in a formal setting 
at the age of L3. 
Rothman and Cabrelli Amaro (2010) found that a holistic perception of 
typological distance can lead to a mismatching transfer in the acquisition of a specific 
feature that is not typologically matched between two languages. For instance, the 
study tested L1 English and L2 Spanish learners of L3 Italian or L3 French on Null-
subject parameter. Since Spanish, Italian and French were all perceived as the same 
language group, Romance language, learners of L3 French transferred Null-subject 
knowledge in the learning of L3 French although French is not patterned with the 
other two Romance languages in relation to Null-subject parameter. This study 
suggests that I cannot assume that typological proximity can be perceived in the same 
way by all learners. 
Among possible factors, a number of studies focused on investigating the role 
of L2 proficiency (Jaensch, 2009; Sanz, 2000; Cenoz, 2001; Tremblay, 2004) as a 
predictor of the source of transfer in L3 performance.  
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Tremblay (2004) investigates the role of L2 proficiency in L3 learning of 
lexical intervention and language shift. The results of a study investigating the effect 
of L2 proficiency on cross-linguistic influence from LI English and L2 French on L3 
German showed that L2 proficiency was a greater influential factor. In the discussion, 
L2 proficiency was articulated with a role of L2 exposure as the results showed that 
L2 exposure is more significantly influential in L2 language shifts to L3 compared to 
L2 proficiency. On the other hand, L1 influence decreased as L2 proficiency and 
exposure increased, meaning that L2 proficiency and exposure are positively related 
to act as a source of transfer to L3. 
Jaensch (2009) manipulated L2 English proficiency of L1 Japanese learners 
of L3 German and reported the result of performance from three proficiency levels of 
L3 (Advanced, Upper intermediate and Lower intermediate) German. This study 
focused on L2 proficiency as a factor to predict the performance in each L3 
proficiency level. The result based on L3 proficiency level implies that there are 
improvements as L3 proficiency increased in their three types of task which focused 
on morphosyntactic features; gender, Case and gender and adjective declension. The 
interesting argument that is made in her study is that the target feature does not exist 
either in L1 (Japanese) or L2 (English). Under this circumstance, improvement along 
L2 proficiency is due to something else besides linguistic transfer. Moreover, benefits 
from higher L2 proficiency in L3 performance become stronger in higher L3 
proficiency group. 
Most recently, Rothman (2015) asserted that the TPM certainly predicts 
differently for various L2 proficiency levels. But he brought attention to the fact that 
this ‘L2 proficiency’ is not general language proficiency but specific knowledge of 
the target feature that one tests. He highlighted that it is necessary to test knowledge 
of the target feature in all involved languages but it is still unknown whether their 
implicit or explicit knowledge is involved. Transfer between languages might be a 
planned operation as well as an unplanned operation by the speaker. 
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While L2 proficiency figures prominently in discussions of L3 acquisition, 
much of L2 transfer in L3A is due to low L3 proficiency (Dewaele, 2001; Fuller, 
1999; Hammarberg, 2001; Williams & Hammarberg, 1998), and especially occurs 
with morphosyntactic features (Odlin, 1989; Poulisse & Bongaerts, 1994; among 
others). Although Ringbom (1987), Williams & Hammarberg (1998) and Rothman 
(2015) agree that L3 proficiency has an effect cross-linguistically, there is not much 
publication in studying the role of L3 proficiency and its influence in L3 learning in 
the field. However, the distinction between negative and positive transfer should be 
considered in the discussion of the role of proficiency in transfer in relation to L3 
proficiency. The previous works focus on negative transfer when they discuss L2 
transfer in low L3 proficiency level because positive transfer is very hard to capture. 
Recently, Rothman (2015) insisted that typological proximity is perceived by learners 
when they achieve higher proficiency level of L3 because only after learners have 
enough linguistic input can they realise any similarities or differences between 
languages in their profile. The TPM supports this idea by the evidence showing that 
learners who have a typologically close language to L3 in the repertoire outperform 
those who do not. It would be interpreted that there is positive transfer later rather 
than in intermediate proficiency level if L2 and L3 share a feature that works in a 
similar manner. 
 
2.3. Bilingualism in L3 learning 
Previous works on bilingualism, cognition, and language learning suggests that early 
and late bilingualism yield distinct cognitive benefits. For early bilinguals, numerous 
studies point to advantages in the development of certain cognitive skills, including 
those involved in language learning (see Bialystok, 1988; Cromdal, 1999 for a 
review). Early bilinguals are thought to achieve greater linguistic awareness, meaning 
an ability to contemplate language and understand linguistic constructs, rules, norms, 
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and patterns according to González (2008). Early bilinguals also develop advanced 
control of linguistic processing (Bialystok, 1988, 2001; Cromdal, 1999) and a greater 
analytic orientation to linguistic inputs (Cummins, 1978; Cromdal, 1999). 
One weakness of many previous studies in this area is the lack of a clear 
distinction between bilingual and multilingual subjects. Klein (1995), for example, 
classified bilinguals and multilinguals into a single category, only some of whom 
have experience with additional formal language study. While she finds that 
bi/multilinguals have advantages over monolinguals in learning a new language, it is 
unclear whether this advantage is enhanced for different types of bilinguals such as 
early bilinguals, late bilinguals, sequential bilinguals and simultaneous bilinguals. In 
the current study, participants were early bilinguals with/out a formal L2 experience, 
in other words, early bilinguals with/out addition late bilingualism to examine the 
effect of late bilingualism. 
Recent studies (Sanz, 2000; Cenoz, 2003; Jaensch, 2009) have investigated 
the role of proficiency of L2s and L3s in L3 acquisition. Distinctively, Jaensch (2009) 
analysed proficiency in L2 and L3 and found that higher L2 proficiency correlates 
with higher achievement in L3. Jaensch concluded that language learners who have 
already studied one or more non-native languages exhibit heightened metalinguistic 
expertise, better lexical knowledge and more developed cognitive skills. 
The question of whether early or late bilingualism is more advantageous in 
subsequent language learning has not been extensively addressed in previous research. 
Rothman (2015), in the discussion of previous works by Bialystok, Craik & Ryan 
(2006) and Bialystok & Shapero (2005), concludes that early bilinguals outperform 
late bilinguals in L3 learning due to having two activated grammatical systems that 
have been developed by acquiring two languages from an earlier age. On the other 
hand, studies to support L2 status on transfer in L3 learning points to certain 
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advantages for learners with L2 experience in adulthood; these advantages may stem 
from enhanced metalinguistic awareness achieved from a formal L2 learning 
experience. From Jaensch (2012), an investigation of the role of previously-known 
languages in L3 learning, the results implied that L3 German learners who began 
studying L2 English later in life (Japanese-English bilinguals) demonstrate a stronger 
ability to formulate new grammatical rules than learners who began L2 English 
learning at a younger age (Spanish-English bilinguals). One possible explanation for 
this difference is that the more explicit English learning environment of the older 
learners resulted in enhanced metalinguistic awareness, in contrast to the more 
implicit learning environment of younger learners. Cenoz (2001) found a similar 
effect when comparing learners aged 7-14, concluding that older children transferred 
more patterns from previously-learnt languages than younger children because older 
children have a greater awareness of linguistic similarity between two languages.  
Type of bilingualism is proposed to be crucial in selecting the source of 
transfer. Although typology is discussed as a strong factor that would select the 
source of transfer in earlier chapter, Rothman (2015) admitted that each bilingual type 
(early bilinguals or adult bilinguals, concerning AoA) could show different results 
from the Typological Primacy Model (TPM). Evidence from Bialystok (2009) would 
accommodate that early bilinguals present advantages in inhibitory control which will 
allow them to evaluate typological proximity during the initial stage of learning L3 
and prohibit them from selecting the source of transfer until they cumulate sufficient 
linguistic inputs. This will predict that early (child) bilinguals would not select the 
source of transfer based on typological proximity at the initial stage of L3 yet would 
rely on different cues before the decision of the source of transfer made later. The 
TPM assumes recognition of typological similarity between languages is preceded to 
selection of the source of transfer. 
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In sum, previous research suggests that both early and late bilingualism hold 
potential benefits for subsequent language learning; early bilingualism is achieved in 
a more implicit language learning environment but gives learners access to two more 
developed grammatical systems, while late bilingualism is more explicit and 
facilitates the acquisition of formal rules in a subsequent language. While both 
accounts appeal to enhanced metalinguistic awareness, the route of acquisition of this 
awareness, and the particular type of metalinguistic awareness under discussion, 
appears to be distinct for early and late bilingualism. As a result, I expect that early 
and late bilingualism each yield distinct advantages that are additive in nature: early 
bilinguals with additional formal L2 experience will receive further benefits beyond 
those of early bilingualism alone. 
Moreover, previous works agree that type of bilingualism and closely 
learning mode of L2 should be responsible for different predictions in L3 
performance, meaning that degree of metalinguistic awareness or the timing of 
transfer could be triggered by type of bilingualism. However, it is true that most of 
the previous works agree that metalinguistic awareness which developed as a result of 
bilingualism is beneficial in learning an additional language (Thomas, 1988; Klein, 
1995). Yet, studies of correlation between metalinguistic awareness and L3 
performance are not reported. 
 
2.3.1. The Competition Model in bilingualism 
The Competition Model assumes that transfer from previous languages to the target 
language includes not only linguistic features but also sentence processing strategies 
(MacWhinney, 1987). The Competition Model emphasizes that the transfer is 
weakened over time as proficiency of the target language increases because the model 
assumes that transfer reflects processes influenced by a system of cue strength and 
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cue validity. This means that errors which learners make are due to the errors of 
interpretation of cue strength. 
MacWhinney (2005) proposed an updated model of the Competition Model, 
the Unified Competition Model that accounts for first and second language 
acquisition as well as bilingualism. The model proposes that adults must rely on 
resonance, selective attention and learning strategies to overcome negative transfer 
from L1 (and previous languages) in relation to cue strength. Experience of a formal 
L2 learning would accommodate developing selective attention and learning strategy. 
In fact, attention is closely related to metalinguistic awareness. Bialystok (2001) 
discussed ‘attention’ heavily to define metalinguistic awareness as a required action 
to achieve metalinguistic awareness. Considering that bilingualism studies generally 
agree that bilinguals benefit from enhanced metalinguistic awareness compared to 
monolinguals, it is logical to argue that one can display sophisticated selective 
attention in learning an additional language by enhanced metalinguistic awareness. 
This allows bilingual learners to select the linguistic feature to attend.  
In short, the Competition model would predict adult bilinguals get an 
advantage in learning a subsequent language due to their enhanced selective attention 
and learning strategies. 
 
2.3.2. Enhanced metalinguistic awareness of bilingualism  
Previous works (Thomas, 1988; Klein,1995; Sanz, 2000; Cenoz, 2001 a.o.) found that 
metalinguistic awareness is beneficial in learning an additional language and 
metalinguistic awareness can be developed by learning a language, meaning that 
bilinguals would show enhanced metalinguistic awareness. In line with that, 
Galambos & Goldin-Meadow (1990) reported that simultaneous bilingualism is 
beneficial in the development of certain metalinguistic skills in young children, but 
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does not alter the course of that development. On the other hand, Smith & Tager-
Flusberg (1982) reported that monolingual children also showed metalinguistic 
awareness improvement with age but bilingual experience still can accelerate 
development of metalinguistic awareness. However, one limitation of above studies is 
that there is no concrete measurement to test metalinguistic awareness of learners to 
support empirically the argument. 
More recently, studies were reported with empirical evidence. Bialystok et 
al.(2014) studied two groups of children from English-speaking home who were in a 
French immersion program at different ages: one in their second grade and the other 
in their fifth grade. The two groups were compared with children who are 
monolingual and educated in their home-speaking language, English in second and 
fifth grades. The children were given three types of tasks that measure metalinguistic 
awareness: the Wug Task, the sentence-judgement task and the verbal-fluency task. 
The overall results of the study demonstrated a metalinguistic advantage from both 
groups of the children in the French immersion program although the children in fifth 
grade showed a more significant advantage. This proves that children whose 
proficiency level of the language that was learnt from schooling is relatively low and 
imbalanced between two languages can be still in the process of developing 
metalinguistic awareness.  
It is worth noting that French immersion children who were educated in 
French performed better than English monolingual children in the tasks conducted in 
English, especially for the anomalous sentences in the Sentence judgement task. 
Although the task was delivered in English which is more familiar to English 
monolinguals, French immersion children outperformed English monolingual. 
Moreover, the difference between the two programs was greater in fifth grade 
children. On the other hand, the accuracy of the sentence-judgement from 
grammatical anomalous sentences showed no difference between two programs. This 
shows that bilingualism is not only beneficial to executive ability but also in 
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maintaining their primary language. Further, learning an additional language does not 
deteriorate the primary language/previous languages. It implies that measuring 
metalinguistic awareness in L1 is truly reflecting one’s general metalinguistic 
awareness developed by learning an additional language.  
Tokowicz & MacWhinney (2005) studied L1 influence on L2 from the view 
of understanding implicit sensitivity. Implicit sensitivity in the grammaticality 
judgment task that the study used would reflect unconscious metalinguistic awareness 
of the specific linguistic feature. They used event-related brain potentials (ERPs) to 
investigate the relationship of explicit and implicit knowledge in the L2 
grammaticality judgment task for three different types of sentence structures: a 
structure similar in L1 and L2, structures that are different in L1 and L2, and a 
structure unique to L2. The results showed that learners are implicitly sensitive to L2 
ungrammatical items which have errors in structures grammatically similar to those in 
L1 but not sensitive to the L2 constructions which differ from the L1. However, 
learners were implicitly sensitive to unique L2 constructions which do not exist in the 
L1. It claims that the implicit sensitivity to violations in the target language is 
strongly influenced by their previous language, to be specific, the difference between 
a previous language and a target language in structure. In light of this result, if 
enhanced metalinguistic awareness plays a role in implicit sensitivity, learners would 
show a difference in L3 performance. 
Recently, some effort was made to understand L3 learning from a 
neurolinguistic approach (Bardel & Falk, 2012) rather than linguistic feature transfer. 
According to Bardel & Falk (2012), L3 learners, especially those who have L2 
learning experience in a formal setting, have achieve enhanced metalinguistic 
awareness and learning strategies that may facilitate additional language learning. It 
would be rather procedural knowledge transfer rather than linguistic knowledge that 
is transferred from somewhere to L3 learning. 
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In conclusion, it seems that the languages involved and the distance between 
languages regarding structural and morphological features must be considered in 
designing an experiment to test metalinguistic awareness of learenrs. Also, the 
linguistic background of the participants should be collected more in detail to 
distinguish type of bilinguals such as consecutive bilinguals or simultaneous 
bilinguals, formal or informal learning setting, and, age of acquisition. Some people 
may show very strong transfer of linguistic information from one language to the 
other whereas some people may rely on non-linguistic factors such as learning 
strategy or bilingualism more in learning an additional language. The current study 
aims to find out what motivates learners to choose one between linguistic transfer or 
non-linguistic transfer in L3 learning in relation with various factors among language 
background. 
 
2.4. Cross-linguistic information 
2.4.1. Verbs 
There has been much debate about verb classification of Korean language among 
Korean linguists over the decades and it is still an on-going issue. Regarding verb 
classification, it is crucial to clarify what to include in ‘Verb’. The National Institute 
of the Korean Language officially announced that the category ‘verb’ includes action 
verbs but excludes descriptive verbs to be classified as adjectives in 1964. Descriptive 
verbs are semantically matching to English adjectives but syntactically achieve verb 
position (e.g. to be hot, to be interesting) as they do not require a copula to form a 
complete predicate itself.  They also require an argument, usually a nominative (see 
(4)). Descriptive verbs are also named as static verbs or adjectival predicates in other 
studies (Kim, 2008). In Korean linguistics, descriptive verbs are contrasted with 
‘action verbs’, meaning transitive and intransitive verbs, which use various argument 
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structures appropriate to the verb, as in (5). Action verbs involve some action or 
movement which traditionally match to English verb.  
Study 1 and Study 2 include action verbs and descriptive verbs in the tasks 
for an experiment. 
 
(4) Descriptive verb: ‘to be tired’ 
     Megan-i  pigonhada. 
     [NOM]   [D. VERB] 
     ‘Megan is tired.’ 
 
(5) a. Action verb (intransitive verb): ‘to sleep’ 
      Megan-i  janda.  
      [NOM]   [A. VERB] 
      ‘Megan sleeps.’ 
 
     b. Action verb (transitive verb): ‘to eat’ 
      Megan-i    sagua-lul  meok-neun-da.       
      [NOM]      [ACC]     [A. VERB]       
    ‘Megan eats an apple.’ 
 
Apart from action verbs and descriptive verbs, there are two more verb types that 
should be classified independently from descriptive and action verbs: existential 
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verbs and copulas. Devitt (1990) classified ‘있다 (itda)’ as a locative/existential verb 
and ‘이다(ida)’ as a copula. itda and ida are sub-groups of verb in Korean regarding 
their syntactic position and linguistic property that requires arguments as predicate. In 
addition, there are the negative copular and the negative existential verb in an 
independent lexical form without syntactical negation required (e.g. ‘anida’ is the 
negative copula and ‘eopda’ is the negative existential verb.). 
 
(6) a. Copula: ‘to be’ 
      Megan-i     haksang-ida 
      [NOM]                     [COPULA] 
      ‘Megan is a student.’ 
 
     b. negative Copula: ‘not to be’ 
      Megan-i    kasu-ka     anida.       
      [NOM]     [COMP]    [N. COPULA]       
    ‘Megan is not a singer.’ 
 
(7) a. Existential verb: ‘to be’ 
      Megan-i   jip-e   itda 
      [NOM]     [LOC] [E. VERB] 




     b. negative Existential verb: ‘not to be’ 
      Megan-i     jip-e     eopda 
      [NOM]      [LOC]    [N. E. VERB]       
    ‘Megan is not at home.’ 
 
Since this study is to investigate the acquisition of L3 NP Case marking which verbs 
assign, verbs can be defined as the head to assign Case. From this perspective, verbs 
include any linguistic items which are eligible to assign Case to NPs in this study. 
To sum up, verb is defined as a property of sentence which is the head of 
sentences, and hence can require arguments due to their consistent syntactic feature, 
and is classified into four categories: action verbs, descriptive verbs, existential verbs 
and copulas in the current study. 
 
2.4.2. Case-marking system 
Different languages mark Case in various ways such as (a) by word order (e.g. 
English, Chinese, Malay), (b) by inflection (e.g. German, French) and/or (c) by 
explicit markers (e.g. Korean, Japanese, Turkish). Specifically looking at the 
languages that are involved in this dissertation, in English, Chinese, and Malay, 
which are all analytic languages, the case of the NP is determined by its position in 
the sentence. 
 
(8) a. Tom        eats         an apple. (English) 
      b. tangmusi chi         yi ge pingguo. (Chinese) 
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      c. Tom         makan   epal.   (Malay) 
      [NOM]       [VERB]  [ACC] 
 
In simple declarative sentences with a transitive verb as in (8), a noun before a verb is 
assigned a nominative case (e.g. ‘Tom’) and a noun after verb is assigned an 
accusative case (e.g. ‘an apple’). For this reason, word order is strict in case-marking 
in three languages above and NP drop is not allowed in English. (Chinese and Malay 
allow argument-drop.) 
On the other hand, languages such as Korean and Japanese (both 
agglutinative SOV languages) mark the case of each NP with explicit case-markers. 
Although case-marking in Korean is optional, explicit marking is generally used in 
the more formal register of the classroom or textbooks (Kim, 1990). 
 
(9) a. Tom-i      sagua-lul  meok-neun-da.  (Korean) 
     b.  Tomu-ga   ringo-o        tabe-ru.  (Japanese) 
      Tom-NOM   apple-ACC  eat 
      Tom eats an apple. 
 
This feature allows NP scrambling and omission with Case being marked explicitly 




(10) a. sagua-lul  Tom-i       meok-neun-da.  (Korean) 
      b. ringo-o   Tomu-ga           tabe-ru.  (Japanese) 
      apple-ACC  Tom-NOM    eat 
      Tom eats an apple. 
 
(11) a. Tom-i      sagua-Ø  meok-neun-da.  (Korean) 
      b.  Tomu-ga   ringo-Ø        tabe-ru.  (Japanese) 
      Tom-NOM   apple-Ø eat 
      Tom eats an apple. 
 
In the Korean sentence in (10), nominative ‘Tom’ is marked with an explicit 
morpheme ‘i’ which is one of allomorph ‘ka/i’ replies on the final phoneme of the 
previous noun. And accusative ‘sagua’ is marked with an explicit morpheme ‘lul’ 
which is one of accusative allomorph ‘lul/ul’ replies on the final phoneme of the 
previous noun. With correctly marked NPs for Case, word order scrambling does not 
affect on the interpretation of the sentence in (10) as (9). The Korean sentence in (11) 
shows an example of a case-marker omission for accusative NP, apple which is 
understood by native Korean-speakers as (9).  
For speakers of analytic languages, such as English and Chinese1, the case-
marking system of Korean and Japanese is quite different from their L1 system. 
Nonetheless, case-marking must be mastered at an early stage of language learning, 
                                                     
1 The author is aware of the discussion of English as a synthetic language. However, modern 
English is rather analytic than synthetic as many of agreement for gender and Case 
disappeared. 
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as it is crucial to the construction of sentences. As Odlin (1989) observed, many 
researchers provided evidence that word order transfer does not happen among 
second language learners due to some reason. According to Odlin, there are two 
arguments about it: one is the discourse-based argument and the other is the 
universalist argument. The discourse-based argument insists that learners in the early 
stage of learning L2 reflect universal principles of discourse organisation. The 
universalist argument is somewhat vague in discussion that there are two independent 
innate principles of syntactic organisation for two language systems, L1 and L2. 
Although it is still controversial in study of word order transfer, we know, at least, 
word order transfer does not last long but take place only at early stage of learning L2 
and not so actively. To this extent, learners with English or Chinese, which are the 
languages of word order as Case licenser should unlearn or reset Case assignment 
parameter at early stage of learning L3 Korean. 
In fact, there has been a long debate among Korean linguists to identify the 
licenser of Case in Korean. It is believed that explicit case-markers are a licenser but 
sociolinguistically more than half of NPs from oral production of native adults 
showed that 58% did not appear at the surface level (Kim, 2008). Kim (2006) argued 
that it is not the case-marker but position of NPs like English to licence Case for NPs 
in default but case-marker appeared to mark NPs when there is scrambling in word 
order. This is not the main focus of the current study and I am not discussing the 
licenser of Korean Case but it is very clear that Korean licenses Null NP at least at the 
surface level. And learners of Korean in a formal setting are mainly exposed to NPs 
with case-markers from the classroom speech and textbooks.  
Nonetheless, it is clear that there is a difference between English, Chinese 
and Malay group and Korean and Japanese group in assigning Case to NPs and there 
is similarity among languages in the same group. However, this distance is not always 
captured by learners. 
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2.4.3. Argument realisation 
As shown in (11), argument realisation in Korean varies as it could be realised in NP 
with case-marker or NP without case-marker. Further, Korean allows argument drop 
and it will be discussed more intensively in 5.1. NPs with case-markers are not 
necessarily marked with only one case-marker for one Case consistently but it could 
be replaced by inherent case-markers (Kim, 2008). For instance, the structural case-
markers ‘ka/i’ or ‘lul/ul’ can be replaced by other inherent case-markers such as 
‘nun/un’ to topicalise the NP or ‘do’ to express addition. Korean inherent case-
markers assign Case as well as theta-role to NPs. In fact, Dropped NP appears 58% 




There are terms to define clearly for the current study. 
Firstly, ‘first language’ can be the language one is exposed to first in life and 
‘second language’ is the next language followed by the first language in a literal 
sense. However, many studies refer ‘second language’ to any language learnt after the 
first language (Mitchell et al., 2013; Gass & Slinker, 2008). This study follows 
Hammarberg (2001) and Falk, Lindqvist & Bardel (2015) in using L3 to refer to the 
target language that is currently being studied. L1 here refers to any languages learnt 
before the age of 8 (González, 2008), and L2 any other languages learnt later in life 
(aside from L3).  
For the participants, early bilinguals are defined here as those who acquired 
two languages simultaneously or consecutively as young children (up to eight years 
old) (González, 2008). Among the early bilinguals investigated here, only a subset 
has also studied an additional non-native language in a formal setting later in life. For 
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ease of reference, ‘early bilinguals’ (EBLs) will refer here to those early bilinguals 
with no additional language experience; ‘early bilinguals with L2 learning experience’ 
(EBLs+L2) will refer to early bilinguals with additional formal language learning 
experience. While both groups have knowledge of more than one language, a 
distinction is expected in performance because their language learning experiences 
have occurred in implicit versus explicit learning settings. The language backgrounds 
of EBLs and EBLs+L2 are summarised in Table 2.1. 
 
Table 2.1 Language background of Early Bilinguals and Early Bilinguals with L2 
learning experience 
Group L1 L2  in formal setting 
L3 
in formal setting 
Early Bilinguals (EBLs) A and B None Korean 
Early Bilinguals with L2 
learning experience 
(EBLs+L2) 
A and B C Korean 
 
Hulstijn (2005) defines ‘explicit learning’ as ‘input processing with the conscious 
intention to identify regularities in the input; ‘implicit learning’ is input processing 
without such an intention, taking place unconsciously’. In short, early bilinguals and 
early bilinguals with L2 learning experience are grouped according to the existence of 
prior experience of explicit learning of non-native languages: EBLs have no 
experience of explicit learning of a non-native language whereas EBLs+L2 do have 
such experience.  
Lastly, the definition of ‘metalinguistic awareness’ follows Bialystok (2001) 
in the current study. Bialystok (2001, p. 126-127) discussed ‘metalinguistic 
awareness’ thoroughly and argued that it is unconscious and a real time event but that 
this implies that attention is actively focused on metalinguistic knowledge. However, 
“awareness is when a latent declarative memory reaches consciousness and elements 
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in metalinguistic knowledge are latent until they reach awareness, namely become 
conscious at a given time, become the focus of attention” (Paradis, 2009, p. 27).  
 
2.6. Research questions and Hypotheses 
The current study has research questions in three different but correlated sub-fields. 
The first sub-field is demonstrated in Study 1 to investigate the source of transfer in 
L3 acquisition in the acquisition of obligatory forms in Case-marking. The second 
sub-field in Study 2 includes factors such as L3 proficiency and metalinguistic 
awareness in L3 to elaborate the findings of Study 1. And the last sub-field is to 
investigate the acquisition of variation patterns of argument realisation in L3A by 
EBLs and EBLs+L2 further to obligatory grammatical forms. As these three sub-
fields require their own research methodology, each project was designed and run to 
investigate above three. Specific research questions will be discussed in each chapter. 
As mentioned above, there will be three main chapters to discuss the 
experimental studies of each sub-field. Chapter 3 will discuss the first study which 
mainly investigated any additive effect of late bilingualism and whether typological 
proximity would be the main motivation in selection the source of transfer. Chapter 4 
will discuss the follow-up study which manipulated proficiency of L3 to investigate 
the role of L3 proficiency in performance of L3 learners. It also examines the 
correlation between metalinguistic awareness and L3 performance. 
The last study is described in Chapter 5 and it discusses influential factors 
such as a formal L2 learning experience, verb type, home language and NP features 




3. Study 1 : What motivates to select the source of transfer in 
L3 acquisition 2 
Study 1 is to investigate the influential factor in selection of the source of transfer, 
namely the TPM or the L2 status factor among early bilinguals in learning the L3. 
Specific research questions and hypotheses are listed below. 
 
3.1. Research questions and hypotheses 
Study 1 addresses three main questions:  
 
1. Does experience with formal study of an L2 influence L3 learning among 
early bilinguals? 
2. Does typological proximity of previously known language(s) affect L3 
learning among early bilinguals? 
3. Does the familiarity of particular structures influence performance in L3 
learning among early bilinguals? 
 
Regarding the first research question, EBLs+L2 are predicted to outperform EBLs 
based on the additive effect of early and late bilingualism. Although early 
bilingualism equally benefits both groups, EBLs+L2 possess a formal L2 learning 
experience which would enhance the language learning outcome due to the similarity 
between L2 and L3 learning process (Bardel & Falk, 2012). 
                                                     
2 Study 1 was submitted as an independent paper to the International Journal of 
Multilingualism under Mihi Park (First author) and Rebecca L. Starr (Second author). The 
first author primarily designed the study and was responsible for collecting and analysing data. 
The discussion was mainly lead by the first author and the second author, as supervisor, 
guided and advised on the study. 
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The second research question to be addressed is whether L3 Korean learners 
who have L2 experience with languages sharing similar case-marking systems, such 
as Japanese, will transfer their knowledge of L2 Japanese and thus outperform those 
who do not have an experience of typologically close L2 learning. I hypothesise that 
learners with Japanese knowledge will outperform others in learning Korean case-
marking3 based on the Typological Proximity Model (Rothman, 2011). 
Lastly, the research question regarding the role of structural familiarity was 
motivated by Tokowics & MacWhinney (2005) which reported the implicit 
sensitivity displayed according to structural familiarity differences (similar, different 
and unique between L1 and L2). The present study will compare a range of sentence 
structures, only some of which are analogous to L1 and L2 structures and the others 
are unique in sentence structures. The study hypothesises that learners will show a 
difference in case-marking performance depending on the sentence structures due to 
transfer of their previous knowledge of familiar structures from their L1 and L2 to L3. 
The hypotheses to test in this study may be summarised as follows: 
 
1. Early bilinguals with formal L2 learning experience (EBLs+L2) will 
outperform other early bilinguals (EBLs). 
2. Learners with L2 Japanese experience will outperform those without such 
experience, given the close typological proximity of Japanese to Korean. 




                                                     
3 Although various other languages have case-marking systems similar to Japanese and 
Korean, there are no such languages studied as L2s in the learner population under 
investigation in the present research. Therefore, the only typologically relevant L2 distinction 




The data used in this study were originally gathered in 2013-14 from 112 participants, 
all students aged 18-22 attending the National University of Singapore.4 Participants 
completed a language background questionnaire in which details regarding home 
language, prior language experience, and language proficiency were collected. Based 
on their reported language experiences, 108 participants were classified as early 
bilinguals and the other 4 participants who were not categorised as early bilinguals 
were eliminated from this study. Among 108 participants, those participants with 
prior experience in formal study of an L2 were further classified as EBLs+L2 (n=31) 
while those without such experience were classified as EBLs (n=77), as defined 
earlier. The EBLs+L2 participants include 28 English-Chinese bilinguals, two 
English-Malay bilinguals and one English-Tamil bilingual. Of these, a subset had 
studied L2 Japanese (n=15) while the others had L2s of Malay (n=5), Mandarin 
Chinese (n=3), French (n=1), German (n=2), Thai (n=2), Indonesian (n=2) and 
Cantonese (n=1). Their L2 is learnt in a formal setting such as classroom setting with 
a teacher. 
Based on self-report in a language background questionnaire, L2 
proficiencies ranged from upper intermediate (n=6), lower intermediate (n=10), upper 
novice (n=11) to lower novice (n=4). Five of the EBLs+L2 were male and 26 were 
female. Among the 77 EBLs, 74 were English-Chinese bilinguals, two were English-
                                                     
4 Singapore presents an excellent opportunity to contrast various types of bilingualism, as 
exposure to multiple languages from a young age is the societal norm. Particularly among the 
university-educated, English is often spoken in the home as the primary language in addition 
to heritage languages including Mandarin, Malay, Hokkien, Cantonese, Tamil, and others 
(Siemund et al., 2014). Although all government schools in Singapore are English-medium, 
Singaporean children are exposed to bilingual education through compulsory heritage 
language classes to reinforce bilingual language ability. Only a subset of those children, 
however, goes on to engage in formal study of an L2 beyond their heritage language. This 
distinction yields two classes of participants: EBLs and EBLs+L2. 
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Malay bilinguals and one was an English-Indonesian bilingual, with 22 male and 55 
female participants. 
At the time of participation, all participants had been studying beginner-level 
Korean for two months in the same course at the university level. It assures that all 
the participants are learning L3 under the same classroom instructions and exposed to 
the controlled activities and practices in the class. The course is consisted with two of 
1 hour and 35 minutes lectures and one of 1 hour and 35 minutes of tutorial per week. 
In the course, the participants were instructed mainly in Korean but English 
translation was given in the textbook and lecture slides as well as explicit explanation 
in English was provided where necessary only. Classroom activity includes reading, 
listening, speaking and simple writing and learners were encouraged to participate in 
oral practice and role-plays.  
To recruit participants, an advertising email was sent to all the students in this 
Korean course at NUS and only voluntary participants joined this experimental study 
without any credit or payment. The result of personal performance was automatically 
shown to the participant after completing the task. 
 
3.2.2.  Task and scoring 
The study was presented online via the Qualtrics platform (www.qualtrics.com). The 
whole questionnaire was designed to have two sub-parts; Language background 
survey and untimed grammaticality judgement task (GJT). Participants, firstly, were 
asked to fill out a language background survey and then to complete an untimed GJT 
designed to test participants’ explicit knowledge of the Korean case-marking system 
(Ellis, 2005). 36 sentences were presented in randomised order. For each item, 
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participants rated the sentence on a four-point scale ranged of ‘Correct / Probably 
Correct / Probably Wrong / Wrong’.5 
Stimuli were constructed for four argument structure types: 1) intransitive 
verb with full argument structure (IVA), 2) transitive verb with full argument 
structure (TVA), 3) transitive verb with one dropped argument (TVB), and 4) 
descriptive verb with full argument structure (DVA).  
The transitive verbs were tested with two types of argument structure: full 
arguments and one argument out of two explicitly realised. While dropped arguments 
are frequent in Korean sentences (Kim, 2000), such structures are uncommon in 
English and increase the complexity of the grammaticality judgement task. As 
discussed earlier, the FFFH proposed that adult L2 learners are incapable of acquiring 
the functional features in which the L1 and L2 differ in their parameter setting. In L2 
learning, instead, the FFFH proposed that some other operation which is not 
parameter resetting must be involved in producing the observed restructuring of the 
learner’s grammar of the L2. From this perspective, the case-marking system of 
Korean which was not acquired during L1A stage of English L1 speakers should be 
acquired by relying on some other operation, especially the unique structures such as 
TVB and DVA, which may cost them more cognitively. 
Within each category, three grammatical sentences and three ungrammatical 
sentences were presented (see Table 3.1). 
 
 
                                                     
5A scalar judgement was used for the GJT to capture more fine-grained distinctions between 
participants regarding certainty. A similar scalar approach to a non-native speaker judgement 
task is used in Iverson & Rothman (2011). This method is particularly relevant for the present 
task, as nominative and accusative case-marking is a relatively basic element of Korean that 
participants are anticipated to perform well on in a binary judgement task. We anticipated that 
learners with prior experience in Japanese, with its similar case-marking system, would report 
higher certainty than learners without such experience. 
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Table 3.1 Test items in GJT (untimed) 








(IVA) One One n=3 n=3 
Transitive Verb 
(TVA) Two Two n=3 n=3 
Transitive Verb 
(TVB) Two One n=3 n=3 
Descriptive Verb 
(DVA) One One n=3 n=3 
Fillers Various Various n=6 n=6 
 
The selection of sentence content was motivated by a number of considerations. First, 
the vocabulary was selected based on its usage and frequency in the textbook used for 
the Korean course at the National University of Singapore, to ensure that all the 
participants were aware of the meaning of the verbs and the nouns. Second, the 
number of verbs was evenly distributed between transitive verbs (e.g. meokda ‘to eat’, 
boda ‘to see’), intransitive verbs (e.g. utda ‘to smile’, anda ‘to sit’) and descriptive 
verbs (e.g. chupda ‘to be cold’, jaemiitda ‘to be interesting’). Third, the sentences 
were composed to avoid the most typical combinations of subjects and predicates 
such as ‘a teacher is teaching’ or ‘a student is studying’, to reduce participant reliance 
on memorized sequences. 
The grammatically incorrect sentences among the test items all featured 
errors involving case marking (see example 12) while grammatically incorrect filler 
sentences had errors elsewhere (e.g. other case marking errors, irregular verb errors 






a. IVA, grammatically correct sentence 
hoisawon-i     hakgyo-e  gapnida. 
The office worker-NOM  school-LOC  go 
‘The office worker goes to school.’ 
  
b. TVA, grammatically correct sentence 
eomeoni-ka hankukeo-lul garuchipnida. 
Mother-NOM  Korean-ACC  teach 
‘Mother teaches Korean.’  
 
c. TVB, grammatically correct sentence 
Ø dak-ul  meoksupnida. 
Ø  Chicken-ACC  eat 
‘(Someone) eats a chicken.’  
 
d. DVA, grammatically correct sentence 
handpon-i      jaksupnida. 
The mobile phone-NOM    be small 
‘The mobile phone is small.’ 
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e. IVA, Grammatically incorrect sentence  
*hankuk-e tomi-lul  sapnida. 
  Korea-LOC  Tommy-ACC  live 
 ‘Lives Tommy in Korea.’ 
  
f. TVA, grammatically incorrect sentence 
*yonghwa-ka  seonsangnim-ul  bopnida.  
  The film-NOM the teacher-ACC6 watch 
‘The film watches the teacher.’  
 
g. TVB, grammatically incorrect sentence 
 *piano-ka   Ø baeupnida. (Accusative dropped) 
  The piano-NOM Ø  learn 
‘The piano learns (something).’ 
 
h. DVA, grammatically incorrect sentence  
*doseoguan-ul  deopsupnida. 
  The library-ACC be hot 
‘Is hot the library.’ 
                                                     
6 This error is related to allomorphs. Korean nominative and accusative markers are 
allomorphs and it follows the phonological feature of the preceding morpheme. In this 
sentence the wrong allomorph is chosen 
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Regardless the grammaticality of the sentence, the correct judgement was rated as 
‘4’and the wrong judgement was rated as ‘1’. For a consistent maximum number for 
each category, all the scores were converted into out of 10. 
 
3.3. Results 
3.3.1. Overall results 
The participants’ overall accuracy on the GJT was calculated based on the distance of 
each response from the correct answer, ranging from 4 (Correct answer) to 1 (Wrong 
answer). Thus, participants who were more confident in their correct answers on the 
4-point scale received higher scores. The performance of EBLs+L2 and EBLs is 
shown in Figure 3.1 for grammatically correct sentences and Figure 3.2 for 
grammatically incorrect sentences. Overall, the difference between the two groups is 
statistically significant (t (54) = 2.9339, p=0.0049). It is therefore supported that 
EBLs+L2 (M=8.73, SD=1.02, n=31) perform better than EBLs (M=8.1, SD=1.01, 
n=77) in learning the Korean case-marking system.7 Moreover, the difference 
between two groups is larger in grammatically incorrect sentences (EBLs+L2 
(M=8.39, SD=1.42, n=31) and EBL (M=7.57, SD=1.57, n=77)) than in 
grammatically correct sentences (EBLs+L2 (M=9.08, SD=0.87, n=31) and EBLs 
(M=8.62, SD=0.94, n=77)). 
 Unequal sample sizes between EBLs and EBLs+L2 occurs because voluntary 
participation was open to everybody in the course during the semester and sub-
categorization was completed only after consulting language background of the 
participants. To accommodate unequal sample sizes, Welch's t-test was used to test 
two groups. 
 
                                                     
7 All scores have been converted to a scale with a maximum of 10 for greater clarity. The 
unadjusted maximum score for the GJT accuracy measure was 96. 
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Figure 3.1 GJT accuracy of EBLs+L2 and EBLs in grammatically correct sentences 
by argument structure type  
 
 
Figure 3.2 GJT accuracy of EBLs+L2 and EBLs in grammatically incorrect 
sentences by argument structure type  
 
 
EBLs+L2 outperformed EBLs within each argument structure type. This difference is 






























These argument structure type differences will be addressed in the following section 
in 3.3.2. 
A potential L2 typological effect was investigated by comparing the 
performance of the EBLs+L2 who had studied Japanese (EBLs+Jap) (n=15) versus 
the EBLs+L2 who had learnt other L2s that are not typologically related to Korean 
(EBLs+non Jap) (n=16). While EBLs+Jap slightly outperformed EBLs+non Jap 
(M=9.0 versus M=8.48), this difference was not significant (t(27) = 1.4640, 
p=0.1547). Nonetheless, a consistent trend was seen for the two groups, in the sense 
that EBLs+Jap (M=9.28, SD=0.59, n=15) outperformed EBLs+non Jap (M=8.88, 
SD=1.06, n=16) in both grammatically correct and incorrect sentences (EBLs+Jap 
(M=8.72, SD=1.37, n=15) and EBLs+non Jap (M=8.07, SD=1.44, n=16)). 
Comparisons of EBLs+Jap versus EBLs+non Jap are shown in Figure 3.3 for 
grammatically correct sentences and Figure 3.4 for grammatically incorrect sentences. 
 
Figure 3.3 GJT accuracy of EBLs+Jap versus EBLs+non Jap in grammatically 



















Figure 3.4 GJT accuracy of EBLs+Jap versus EBLs+non Jap in grammatically 
incorrect sentences, by argument structure type  
 
 
3.3.2. Performance by argument structure type 
Further analysis of the results according to argument structure type and 
grammaticality reveals more differences among the participant groups. Welch's t-test 
found that a significant difference between EBLs+L2 and EBLs was noted in TVB 
and DVA ungrammatical sentences (See Table 3.2). TVB sentences are those that 
have a transitive verb with a dropped NP while DVA sentences have a descriptive 
verb as the head of its predicate. The grammatical error in these test items was 











































Mean 8.12 8.81 8.52 8.71 6.70 7.90 6.95 8.12 
SD 1.85 1.71 1.89 1.94 2.50 2.09 2.23 2.08 
N 77 31 77 31 77 31 77 31 
t value t(59)=1.8538 t(54)=0.4681 t(66)=2.5647 t(59)=2.5806 
p value p=0.0688 p=0.6416 p=0.0126 p=0.0124 
 
To understand the performance in different categories more thoroughly, a one-way-
between-subjects ANOVA was conducted using the variable of verb types as 
grouping factor and the dependent variable of GJT performance for grammatically 
incorrect sentences. A repeated-measures ANOVA testing for differences in sentence 
categories of ungrammatical sentences for EBLs found a significant difference 
between types, F(3,228) = 21.74,  p< .0001. EBLs+L2 performance showed a 
marginally significant difference between argument structure types (F(3,90)=2.53, 
p=0.0622). However, no significant difference was found in the comparison of 
EBLs+Jap versus EBLs+non Jap in each argument structure type. The performance of 





















Mean 9.21 8.44 8.72 8.70 8.50 7.34 8.45 7.81 
SD 1.51 1.85 2.25 1.66 2.16 1.91 1.91 2.25 
N 15 16 15 16 15 16 15 16 
t value t(28)=1.2826 t(25)=0.0280 t(28)=1.5739 t(28)=0.8479 
P value  p= 0.2101 p= 0.9779 p=0.1267 p=0.4037 
 
Among the argument structure types tested, certain sentence patterns are analogous to 
English (IVA and TVA) while others are not found in English (TVB and DVA). A 
repeated-measures ANOVA test shows that EBLs performed significantly better 
(t(306)=6.1528, p<.0001) on familiar structures (IVA and TVA) than on previously 
unknown structures (TVB and DVA). EBLs+L2 also show a statistically significant 
difference between these two groups (t(122)=2.1459, p =.0339). However, it should 
be noted that there is a significant interaction between participant groups and 
argument structure types (F(1,214)=4.03, p=0.045956) such that the difference 
between types is larger in EBLs, meaning that EBLs performed more differently 
according to argument structure type compared to EBLs+L2. 
While the participants are all early bilinguals, primary home languages differ 
individually. Primary home language is the very first language (in sequence of 
exposure) at home and most frequently spoken language in the early stage of life for 
the participants, meaning that there might be some influence of home language in L3 
performance. For this reason, it is fair to investigate the role of primary home 
language in GJT performance here.  
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Among all participants, variance was found in participants’ self-report of 
primary home language: 51 participants reported using primarily Mandarin Chinese 
at home and 54 reported using primarily English.8 We might expect that participants 
who speak Chinese as their primary home language would view TVB as a familiar 
structure, given that arguments are often dropped in Chinese. No significant 
differences, however, were found in the performance of participants in TVB by 
primary home language (t(103)=1.1442, p=0.2552). This phenomenon may result 
from the particular linguistic situation of Singapore; while some participants reported 
using primarily Chinese at home, the universal English-medium education system 
produces students who are highly proficient in English and use it on a daily basis 
outside of the home as their primary academic and social language. Moreover, the 
distinction between participants who use primarily Chinese and primarily English at 
home is not clear-cut, as many Singaporeans use both Chinese and English at home 
(Zhao & Liu, 2007). On the other hand, previous work on L2 learners of null-subject 
languages suggests that learners do not straightforwardly transfer their L1’s 
argument-dropping features to the L2 (Liceras & Díaz, 1999); this suggests that 
Chinese-dominant learners of Korean may not in fact perceive these dropped-
argument constructions in Korean as familiar. 
 
3.3.3. Effect of L2 proficiency level 
While the analysis were undertaken regarding the proposed research questions, the 
author attempted to examine the role of L2 proficiency in addition to typological 
proximity. Therefore, a possible influence of L2 proficiency in L3 learning is 
investigated here. All of the EBLs+L2 (n=31) reported the L2 proficiency in a 
language background survey. As mentioned earlier in 3.2.1 there are four proficiency 
                                                     
8 Of the remaining three participants, one reported using English and Chinese equally at home, 
one spoke primarily Indonesian at home, and one primarily Malay at home. These participants 
were excluded from the home language analysis. 
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levels that they can choose; lower novice (n=4), upper novice (n=11), lower 
intermediate (n=10) and upper intermediate (n=6). Due to the small numbers of 
participants in each proficiency group, the proficiency group is divided into two 
group as novice (n=15), lower and upper novice inclusive, and intermediate (n=16), 
lower and upper intermediate inclusive, instead of four groups to investigate the role 
of L2 proficiency. 
 
3.3.3.1. Overall L2 proficiency 
A Welch's t-test found that the difference between the L2 Novice group (n=15) and 
the L2 Intermediate group (n=16) both in correct and incorrect sentences is not 
significant (t (25) = 0.5435, p= 0.5916 and t (28) =0.6411, p=0.5267). However, the 
same pattern that the L2 Intermediate group outperformed the L2 Novice group is 
present throughout all the verb types except correct IVA sentences as it shows in 
Figure 3.5 for the performance of the L2 Intermediate group and the L2 Novice group 
for grammatically correct sentences and in Figure 3.6 for grammatically incorrect 
sentences. 
Figure 3.5 GJT accuracy of the L2 Novice group and the L2 Intermediate group 

















Figure 3.6 GJT accuracy of the L2 Novice group and the L2 Intermediate group 
among EBLs+L2 in grammatically incorrect sentences, by argument structure type 
 
 
3.3.3.2. L2 Japanese proficiency 
Further investigation using a Welch's t-test was conducted on the role of L2 
proficiency specifically from a language typologically close to the L3, in this case 
Japanese. The performance of the L2 Japanese intermediate group and the L2 
Japanese novice group is shown in Figure 3.7 for grammatically correct sentences and 
Figure 3.8 for grammatically incorrect sentences. The difference between the L2 
Japanese Novice group (n=8) and the L2 Japanese Intermediate group (n=7) both in 
correct and incorrect sentences is not significant (t(9)= 1.3974, p=0.1958 and 
t(10)=1.8029, p= 0.1016), again, although there are trends that the L2 Japanese 























Figure 3.7 GJT accuracy of the L2 Jap Novice group and the L2 Jap Intermediate 
group among EBLs+L2 Jap in grammatically correct sentences, by argument 
structure type  
 
 
Figure 3.8 GJT accuracy of the L2 Jap Novice group and the L2 Jap Intermediate 
group among EBLs+L2 Jap in grammatically incorrect sentences, by argument 
structure type  
 
Interestingly, a marginal significance was found between two groups in 
grammatically incorrect DVA (t (12) =2.6461, p= 0.0213) but standard deviation 











































N 8 7 7 9 
Mean 8.7234 8.6946 9.4214 8.5875 
SD 1.0086 1.0777 0.3562 1.0918 
* Non Jap-Novice and Non Jap-Intermediate group only include other L2s except 
Japanese. 
 
The L2 Japanese Intermediate group shows extremely small standard deviation 
compared to other groups, meaning that the participants in this group perform rather 
evenly and steadily. It somewhat supports the findings in Rothman (2015) which 
found that typology recognition takes time but it is necessary to re-examine this with 
bigger number of participants to gain a statistical power. 
 
3.4.  Discussion 
This study has found that EBLs+L2, who have experience with formal language 
learning in addition to an early bilingual background, outperform EBLs who have no 
such formal learning experience in a Korean case-marking GJT. In other words, it 
appears that formal second language learning experience, rather than experience of 
knowing more than one language, particularly aids in the learning of a subsequent 
language. One explanation for this difference is that EBLs have lower levels of 
metalinguistic awareness compared to EBLs+L2, who develop such awareness as part 
of the formal language learning process. This interpretation indeed is supported by 
the previous finding of Thomas (1988) that formal L2 study experience, as opposed 
to informal learning, gives an advantage to English-Spanish bilinguals studying 
French as an L3. However, the present study did not measure metalinguistic 
awareness of the participants with any experimental too and it cannot be definitively 
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concluded that this is the mechanism underlying the superior performance of the 
EBLs+L2 group; I also cannot be sure that formal language study has led to this 
higher metalinguistic awareness. For example, it is also possible that participants with 
higher general academic aptitude or higher innate language learning aptitude are more 
likely to have formally studied languages in the past. 
The issue of transfer from typologically close L2s was also investigated. 
Among the EBL+L2 participants in the study were individuals with diverse L2 
backgrounds, including Japanese, Malay, Chinese, French, German and Thai. If 
typological proximity affects performance in L3 as previous research suggests 
(Rothman, 2011; Cenoz, 2001), learners with L2 Japanese experience should 
outperform others. The present study, however, found no significant difference in 
overall performance between EBLs+Jap and EBLs+non Jap, although trends were 
seen in the expected direction. This finding suggests that L2 typological proximity 
does not play a strong role in learning an additional language, at least among early 
bilinguals. On the contrary, any language learning experience in a formal setting is 
advantageous in learning a subsequent language. There are two possible 
interpretations for this result. The first interpretation would be that this result 
indicates that transfer of previous language knowledge is not the primary mechanism 
underlying the benefits of multilingualism in language learning; rather, this advantage 
may stem from general metalinguistic awareness developed by learning languages in 
a formal setting. However, the trends in the study showed that EBLs+Jap still 
outperformed EBLs+non Jap. This leads to the second possible interpretation that 
there was no concrete perception of typological distance among languages for 
EBLs+Jap yet due to the novice L3 proficiency and insufficient inputs of L3. To this 
extent, there could be transfer as L3 proficiency level increases when L3 learners of 
Korean have enough linguistic input and experience to recognise typological 
proximity.  
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Several crucial differences in performance were found according to argument 
structure type, suggesting further differences between EBLs+L2 and EBLs. Argument 
structure types TVB (t(66) = 2.5647, p=0.0126) and DVA (t(59)=2.5806, p=0.0124), 
were significantly more difficult than other argument structure types in incorrect 
sentences for EBLs. This finding is particularly notable because none of the L2s 
studied by the EBLs+L2, including Japanese, have a structure analogous to the 
descriptive verb pattern of Korean. In other words, this demonstrates that EBLs+L2 
are able to acquire entirely novel structures just as effectively as structures familiar 
from previously learned languages, while EBLs struggle more with new patterns. 
Given the between sentence-type effects on EBLs versus EBLs+L2, it appears that 
EBLs+L2, perhaps due to higher metalinguistic awareness, are more sensitive to new 
structures and can acquire them more efficiently, whereas EBLs show an effect of 
positive transfer for argument structures they are familiar with. These findings 
therefore suggest that EBLs are affected more significantly than EBLs+L2 by 
knowledge of previously learned languages. 
The role of L2 proficiency in L3 performance is present but not statistically 
significant. However, the proficiency level of typologically close language to the L3 
would be more influential compared to non-related L2s.  
Finally, it is interesting to find the contrasting results between grammatically 
correct sentences and incorrect sentences that participants performed better in 
grammatical sentences compared to ungrammatical sentences. Additional analysis of 
comparison between correct and incorrect sentences found it significant for all the 
participants (t(214) = 5.3637, p<0.0001) and two subsets: EBLs (t(152) = 5.0135, 
p<0.0001) and EBLs+L2 (t(60) =2.2978, p=0.0251). 
Moreover, there is a significant interaction between participant groups and 
grammaticality of test items (F(1,212)=11.17, p=0.001) such that the difference 
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between grammatical and ungrammatical test items is larger in EBLs, meaning that 
EBLs performed more differently according to grammaticality of test items compared 
to EBLs+L2. It, again, can add support to the argument that EBLs+L2 perform L3 
more consistently compared to EBLs both in grammatical and ungrammatical 




From previous research, it is generally agreed that bilinguals are advantaged in 
learning an additional language. In addition to this, this study was motivated to 
investigate a source of transfer, whether the advantage was from linguistic transfer, 
and the role of bilingualism in learning an L3 with two groups of participants: early 
bilinguals and early bilinguals who have formally studied an additional language. 
Hypotheses are repeated here: 
 
1. Early bilinguals with formal L2 learning experience (EBLs+L2) will 
outperform other early bilinguals (EBLs). 
2. Learners with L2 Japanese experience will outperform those without such 
experience, given the close typological proximity of Japanese to Korean. 
3. Learners will perform better in structures similar to those in their L1s or L2s.  
 
Hypothesis 1 was fully supported. I further propose that this advantage for EBLs+L2 
in learning a subsequent language is due to their enhanced sensitivity in recognizing 
new grammatical structures. A skill that develops while learning a foreign language 
in a formal setting enhances the learning outcome of EBLs+L2. These skills aid in the 
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control and analysis of linguistic input in learning L3 or later languages. Here, what 
requires further research is the examination of metalinguistic awareness explicitly and 
its correlation with L3 performance in order to clarify whether this account is 
supported. 
Hypothesis 2 was not strongly supported, although trends were seen in the 
expected direction. I conclude that formal language learning experience/late 
bilingualism is generally advantageous in learning an additional language regardless 
of typological proximity between learners’ previous language(s) and the target 
language. As level of bilingualism is an influential factor in cognitive development 
(Bialystok, 1988), further research with various L3 proficiency groups is necessary to 
find out whether this finding is consistent with increasing L3 proficiency over time. 
Hypothesis 3 was supported primarily in the case of learners with no prior 
formal language learning experience. Early bilinguals with formal L2 learning 
experience showed an ability to control negative transfer of a previously acquired 
linguistic system to L3 and enhanced sensitivity in analysing new linguistic inputs. 
This was shown in their more consistent performance over four Korean sentence 
structures, although some effect of familiar versus unfamiliar structures was still 
observed. In contrast, early bilinguals without any formal L2 learning experience 
showed significantly better performance for familiar structures than unfamiliar 
structures, indicating a greater reliance on transfer from previously known languages. 
In other words, linguistic transfer occurred for both groups of the participants, though 
there was an additional benefit from a formal language learning experience in 
learning a subsequent language.  
In light of the findings from the current study, two main research questions 
for further study are proposed here. Firstly, it is required to examine if the findings 
from the current study are consistent across different proficiency learners. As the 
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empirical data was collected from a novice group, it is unknown whether the result 
would be consistent if L3 proficiency is taken into consideration. Secondly, enhanced 
metalinguistic awareness, suggested as the main benefit of bilingualism should be 
measured with tasks so that I am able to examine the role of it in learning a L3 


















4. Study 2 : Impact of prior language experience across L3 
proficiency 
The second study is motivated to further explore the findings from Study 1 on the 
effect of formal L2 learning experience on L3 acquisition across L3 proficiency 
levels. Three L3 proficiency groups are examined on the role of L3 proficiency in 
among two early bilingual groups; early bilinguals and early bilinguals with an 
additional language learning experience. To examine the role of L3 proficiency in 
additive effect of L2 in a formal setting, proficiency groups were determined by 
restricting the length of formal instruction of Korean in the classroom setting because 
this additive effect in Study 1 was found to be an influence based on a condition of 
formal language learning. Although individual L3 proficiency level in each group 
was not measured, it is assumed that individual proficiency of L3 is in the same range 
considering the equal amount of exposure to their formal instruction of L3 Korean. 
In addition, a metalinguistic awareness test is conducted in the study to 
investigate the role of L1 metalinguistic awareness on the acquisition of the L3 case-
marking system in each proficiency group in response to the lack of a measured 
metalinguistic awareness to analyse its role in L3A. 
 
4.1. Research questions and hypotheses 
Study 2 addresses four main research questions:  
 
1. What is the role of general proficiency of L3 in case-marking acquisition? Is 
it positively related to the performance of L3 case-marking system for EBLs and 
EBLs+L2? 
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2. Is the beneficial effect of a formal language learning experience found from 
novice to advanced L3 proficiency levels as a long-lasting effect in L3 learning? 
3. Are participants equally sensitive to the sentences with different structural 
familiarity with regard to their L2 experience across all L3 proficiency groups? 
4. Does L1 metalinguistic awareness improvement benefit additional language 
learning across novice to advanced L3 proficiency groups? 
 
The first research question investigates whether general L3 proficiency and 
performance on a specific structural feature such as the case-marking system is 
positively correlated so that case-marking develops over the course of learning L3. 
The researcher is especially interested in investigating any difference between EBLs 
and EBLs+L2 in the development of the L3 case-marking. EBLs+L2 are known to 
have an advantage in learning an additional language in light of the L2 status factor. 
To this extent, it is logical to assume that EBLs+L2 would perform better than EBLs 
over time so that EBLs+L2 would continue to improve in the case-marking system to 
the right direction from novice to L3 advanced proficiency level, because the L2 
learning experience would accelerate their improvement of performance.  
The second research question is to stretch the scope of additive effect over 
advanced proficiency level of L3. There could be two possible outcomes: one is that 
EBLs+L2 outperform EBLs to advanced proficiency level, meaning that the 
beneficial effect is not able to overcome until the higher L3 level under the condition 
that learners’ L3 status is maintained. The other possible result would be that EBLs 
can catch up with EBLs+L2 after the initial stage of L3 and will become close in the 
performance with EBLs+L2. Word order is thought to be a language specific feature 
that learners would acquire at a very early stage of learning (Odlin, 1989; Kellerman, 
1995) and it is difficult to find evidence of negative transfer shortly after this very 
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beginning stage. In that study, word order refers to NP Case assignment (e.g. English 
and Chinese). That result can be interpreted that language specific types of case-
marking or case-assignment system is learnt very early not only in L1 but also in L2 
or later languages, even before transfer occurs. Transfer occurs when one captures 
similarities or differences between languages. Under this assumption, it is possible 
that EBLs would catch up to EBLs+L2 in the performance of the case-marking 
system after transfer occurs. 
The next research question is regarding sensitivity to structural familiarity of 
test items. Earlier studies (Klein, 1995; Thomas, 1988) mentioned that metalinguistic 
awareness which is developed through L2 learning experiences would accommodate 
an additional language learning. Tokowicz & MacWhinney (2005) elaborated this 
type of metalinguistic awareness as implicit sensitivity to structural violation in L2 
familiar and unfamiliar structures by using ERP. As a result, bilinguals can perceive 
structural similarities and differences between existing language profile and new 
language inputs better than monolinguals and the level of bilingualism would cause a 
difference in this ability. For instance, full bilinguals performed better than partial 
bilinguals on tasks to measure metalinguistic awareness tasks, which require high 
levels of analysis and control of knowledge (Bialystok, 1988). Based on that, the 
current study would predict that EBLs+L2 are more sensitive to new linguistic inputs 
with formal L2 learning experience and can capture the unique structures of L3 
Korean so that they can acquire those structures earlier than EBLs. 
Lastly, the fourth research question is to investigate the relation between 
metalinguistic awareness and L3 case-marking performance in an empirical study. 
Prior experience of language learning in a formal setting is proposed to lead to higher 
metalinguistic awareness. Hence, early bilingual with formal learning experience of 
L2 demonstrate advantages in learning an additional language in adulthood with 
special attention to metalinguistic awareness developed by previous language 
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learning experiences. Early bilinguals are thought to display enhanced metalinguistic 
skills which allow them perform better in learning an additional language in general. 
However, it would not necessarily mean that individuals achieved equal levels of 
metalinguistic awareness among early bilinguals, which would result in causing a 
difference in L3 performance. It is worth investigating if there is any significant 
difference among early bilinguals in metalinguistic awareness development and its 
correlation with L3 performance.  
The hypotheses to test in this study may be summarised as follows: 
 
1. The performance in the case-marking of L3 Korean will improve as general 
L3 proficiency level increases for both EBLs and EBLs+L2. 
2. EBLs+L2 would outperform EBLs for all levels of L3 proficiency group, but 
the difference between two groups would be more significant especially in the 
L3 Novice group.  
3. Sensitivity to familiarity of different argument structure types will be reduced 
as the L3 proficiency level gets higher for both EBLs and EBLs+L2, meaning 
that they will perform equally well for four different argument structure types in 
Advanced L3 proficiency groups. 
4. Learners with higher metalinguistic awareness in L1 will outperform those 
with lower in metalinguistic awareness in L1 regardless of existence of L2 
experiences. This effect will be especially strong at the initial state of L3 
learning and it will fade away as L3 Korean proficiency improves. Because all 
the learners will develop metalinguistic awareness equally while learning L3 
Korean in a formal setting and the difference between the sub-groups in 





Data was collected from 145 participants in 2014-2015 at the National University of 
Singapore (NUS)9. Participants were all early bilinguals and started to learn L3 
Korean in adulthood at the NUS. At the time of participation, they were all attending 
the NUS. There were 74 students in the L3 Novice Korean group, 44 in the L3 
Intermediate Korean group and 27 students in the L3 Advanced Korean group, all at 
the university level. The participants in the Intermediate and the Advanced group all 
completed the prerequisite courses to be placed in the current course of level. 
Classroom activities and teaching methodology were consistent throughout the three 
groups because courses in the Korean language programme at NUS are designed in 
the same manner and frame. The continuous learning of L3 Korean in the same 
course allowed me to compare learners’ development in the case-marking system 
over time. 
The participants in the three groups above differ in length of studying L3 
Korean, the Novice L3 Korean group for two months and the Intermediate L3 Korean 
group for 15 months in a formal setting. For the Advanced L3 Korean group, the 
length of exposure to Korean was 3 years on average of formal learning of Korean. 
Students were invited to the study via email and paid after completing the survey. 
Among the early bilinguals from three L3 proficiency levels, there are two subsets for 
each L3 proficiency level group: EBLs (early bilinguals without any formal L2 
learning experience) and EBLs+L2 (early bilinguals with formal L2 learning 
experience).  
                                                     
9 It is an independent participants group from Study 1 in Chapter 3 of this dissertation. 
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Bilingual L1 backgrounds of the participants are: English-Chinese10 (n=103), 
English-Cantonese (n=4), English-Indonesian (n=1), English-Malay (n=5), English-
Tamil (n=1) and English-China dialects (n=2) among EBLs (n=116) and English- 
Chinese (n=27), English- China dialects (n=1) and English-Tamil (n=1) among 
EBLs+L2 (n=29). EBLs+L2 reported that their L2 is Japanese (n=14), Malay (n=5), 
Indonesian (n=4), French (n=2), Thai (n=2), German (n=1) and Cantonese (n=1). The 
L2 variation and L2 proficiency level of EBLs+L2 for each L3 proficiency level are 
shown in Table 4.1 and Table 4.2. 
 
Table 4.1 L2 variation for L3 proficiency groups of EBLs+L2 








Indonesian 2 - 2 4 
Cantonese 1 - - 1 
French 2 - - 2 
German - 1 - 1 
Japanese 8 3 3 14 
Malay 3 2 - 5 
Thai 1 1 - 2 
 
 









Advanced 1 - - 1 
Intermediate 7 2 1 10 
Novice 9 5 4 18 
 
 
4.2.2. Data collection and scoring 
                                                     
10 Throughout Chapter 4 and 5, ‘Chinese’ refers to ‘Mandarin Chinese’ whereas other 
languages spoken in China are described as ‘China dialects’. 
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Participants completed a 30-minute online research survey which contains 3 steps: 1) 
a language background survey, 2) a 36-sentence L3 Korean grammaticality 
judgement task (GJT) and 3) a 16-sentence L1 English metalinguistic awareness test. 
There was no time limit and test items were displayed randomly for both the GJT and 
the metalinguistic test.  
Language background survey 
The language background survey collected details of participants and their language 
learning experiences, such as age of acquisition (AoA), mode of learning (formal or 
informal) and L2 proficiency. It also included their L1 information and primary and 
secondary home-speaking languages.  
 
Untimed GJT (4-scaler) 
The same set of untimed GJT from Study 1 was used to tap explicit knowledge of the 
case-marking of L3 Korean to maintain the results to support the prediction of Study 
1 and 2. Only some of the important highlights are repeated here. 
Thirty-six sentences (24 test items and 12 filler items) were presented via 
online and participants were required to rate the sentence on a four-point scale of 
‘Correct / Probably Correct / Probably Wrong / Wrong’ so that certainty of 
judgements which will be discussed in this study can be reflected. 
Stimuli were constructed for four argument structure types: 1) intransitive 
verb with full argument structure, 2) transitive verb with full argument structure, 3) 
transitive verb with one dropped argument and 4) descriptive verb with full argument 
structure. 
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Regardless of the grammaticality of the sentence, the correct judgement was 
rated as ‘4’and the wrong judgement was rated as ‘1’. For a consistent maximum 
number for each category, all the scores were converted into a maximum of 10. 
Please see 3.2.2 for more information about the GJT design. 
 
 
Metalinguistic Awareness Test in L1 
The metalinguistic awareness test measures a rather high-level linguistic skill. 
According to Chaney (1992), 
It requires not only an ability to comprehend and produce language in a 
communicative way (analysis), but also an ability to separate language 
structure from communicative intent which is the ability to use control 
processing to perform mental operations on structural features of language.  
(p. 485).  
Within metalinguistic awareness, ‘structural awareness’ (also called "syntactic 
awareness") is the ability to reflect on sentences and make judgements about their 
grammaticality and semantic well-formedness. In the metalinguistic awareness test, it 
was motivated to measure control ability as well as analysis ability. Semantic 
anomaly and syntactic anomaly were manipulated to measure two abilities in the 
metalinguistic awareness test (Bialystok, 2011). 
The sentences used in the task were adopted from Cromdal (1999) and 
modified accordingly. There are 16 sentences: four grammatical and meaningful 
sentences, four ungrammatical and meaningful sentences, four grammatical and 
anomalous sentences and four ungrammatical and anomalous sentences. It is 
exemplified by the four types of example sentences in Table 4.3.  
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Table 4.3 Examples of the metalinguistic awareness test 
Type Example 
Grammatical Meaningful 
sentence Ceri cooks pasta for lunch. 
Ungrammatical Meaningful 
sentence My mother was seeing at the hospital a doctor.  
Grammatical Anomalous 
sentence The tree runs at the park every Sunday. 
Ungrammatical Anomalous 
Sentence The hungry shoe the popsicle ate. 
The sentences were all written in English and no time limit. The grammatical errors 
were created on word order to reflect the special sensitivity to case-marking of NPs in 
English. Binomial responses were collected from participants to judge ‘Correct’ or 
‘Wrong’ for each sentence randomly presented. It is an untimed test conducted online. 
However, participants are not allowed to go back and change their response once they 
move to the next sentence.  
All analyses were based on mixed-model analyses of variance (ANOVAs) 
with L3 Korean proficiency groups (Novice, Intermediate and Advanced) and the 
existence of L2 language learning experiences (learnt L2 in a formal setting or not) as 
between-subject variables and argument structure types as within-subject variables. I 
am aware that unequal sample sizes would be an influential factor in the analysis but 
Keppel & Wickens (2004) reported that it is not always applicable for the point at 
which unequal sample sizes make heterogeneity of variance a problem. In line with 
Study 1, Welch's t-test was adopted to test the significance of unequal sample sizes 
between two groups. 
  
4.3. The role of L3 proficiency 
4.3.1. Results 
The result of the GJT from EBLs and EBLs+L2 is shown in Figure 4.1 for 
grammatically correct sentences and Figure 4.2 for grammatically incorrect sentences 
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by L3 proficiency level. All scores, as Study 1, have been converted to a scale with a 
maximum of 10 for greater clarity.  
 
Figure 4.1 GJT accuracy of EBLs and EBLs+L2 in grammatically correct sentences, 
by L3 proficiency level 
 
 
Figure 4.2 GJT accuracy of EBLs and EBLs+L2 in grammatically incorrect 
sentences, by L3 proficiency level 
 
Overall, L3 Korean proficiency is positively related to performance in general both 






























sentences of EBL+L2 in the Intermediate and the Advanced L3 Korean (M=9.52 vs 
M=9.50). However, this small difference is not statistically significant (t(10)=0.0431, 
p= 0.9665). The results allow me to argue that the performance of EBLs and 
EBLs+L2 in the GJT is improving as studying L3 Korean in both grammatical and 
ungrammatical sentences. 
Improvement among the three L3 Korean proficiency groups was 
investigated: between all the proficiency groups, between the Novice and the 
Intermediate proficiency group and between the Intermediate and the Advanced 
proficiency group. Results in grammatically correct and incorrect sentences are 
shown in Table 4.4. 







































































EBLs have improved greatly in the GJT (F(2,113)=15.14, p<.0001) whereas 
EBLs+L2 showed no significant improvement (F(2,26)=1.7, p=0.202366) while 
improving the proficiency level of L3 Korean from the Novice level to the Advanced 
level. However, this significant improvement is not shown between the Intermediate 
and the Advanced group for both EBLs and EBLs+L2, meaning that improvement in 
the GJT is greater between the Novice and the Intermediate group. 
 
4.3.2.  Discussion 
The first hypothesis was examined with the results to investigate the role of L3 
proficiency. Hypothesis 1 is repeated here for greater convenience. 
 
1. The performance in the case-marking of L3 Korean will improve as general 
L3 proficiency level increases for both EBLs and EBLs+L2. 
 
The first hypothesis is not fully supported from this study. The performance of EBLs 
and EBLs+L2 showed trends of improving consistently in general from the Novice 
group to the Advanced L3 proficiency group in grammatical and ungrammatical 
sentences as expected. For EBLs, although a significant improvement was found 
between three L3 proficiency groups, this improvement is mainly from between the 
Novice and the Intermediate group in ungrammatical sentences. EBLs showed no 
statistical significance in improvement between the Intermediate and the Advanced 
group. It is logical to claim that EBLs develop the case-marking system of L3 Korean 
at a relatively early stage of learning but the improvement is slowed down after the 
Intermediate L3 proficiency level. The Bilingual Syntax Measure and Stafford et al. 
(2010) claimed that morphosyntactic features can be acquired and developed in 
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different timing of the learning stage and the results of the current study implies that 
the acquisition of the case-marking system is completed between novice and 
intermediate L3 proficiency level for EBLs, at least in learning L3 Korean. 
Considering the extreme difference of case-marking system between previous 
languages and L3 Korean, it is surprising to find that the case-marking system is 
acquired at the novice proficiency level for EBLs. 
On the other hand, there is no statistical significance between the three L3 
proficiency levels of EBLs+L2 in grammatical and ungrammatical sentences although 
trends in the performance in grammatically incorrect sentences are seen in the 
positive direction. Moreover, the performance of EBLs+L2 in L3 case-marking 
system showed no significant changes along general L3 proficiency level. In other 
words, EBLs+L2 showed no further improvement in each argument structure type 
throughout the L3 Korean proficiency levels. EBLs+L2, perhaps develop the case-
marking system of L3 at a very early stage of L3A and this was not captured in the 
design of the current study11. The results imply that it would be possible for EBLs+L2 
to generalise the case-marking system of the target language with limited amount of 
linguistic input compared to others as a result of enhanced sensitivity to linguistic 
inputs. This would be the main advantage that EBLs+L2 obtained from L2 learning 
experiences and these benefits EBLs+L2 significantly at the initial stage of learning 
an additional language. However, it should be investigated whether EBLs are able to 
overcome this disadvantage along the time course by comparing the performance 
between EBLs and EBLs+L2 at each L3 proficiency level. 
 
 
                                                     
11 However, EBLs+L2 outperformed EBLs at the three levels as shown in Figure 4.1 and 
Figure 4.2. 
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4.4. The beneficial effect of a formal L2 experience at the three L3 proficiency 
groups 
4.4.1. Overall results 
To investigate the role of formal L2 learning experience at each stage of L3 
proficiency, the performance of EBLs and EBLs+L2 is compared in the Novice, the 
Intermediate and the Advanced L3 proficiency groups. 
In the Novice L3 Korean proficiency group, the overall difference between 
EBLs and EBLs+L2 is statistically significant (t(72)=3.2406, p=0.0018). Moreover, 
the statistical difference between the two groups are found both in grammatically 
correct sentences (t(72)=2.5027, p=0.0146) with EBLs+L2 (M=9.24, SD=0.73, n=17) 
and EBLs (M=8.63, SD=0.92, n=57) and in grammatically incorrect sentences 
(t(72)=2.7483, p=0.0076) with EBLs+L2 (M=8.72, SD=1.29, n=17) and EBL 
(M=7.57, SD=1.58, n=57). However, there is no significant difference between EBLs 
and EBLs+L2 in the Intermediate L3 Korean proficiency group (t(42)=1.2849, 
p=0.2059) and this appeared to be consistent in correct sentences (t(42)=1.8229, 
p=0.0754) and incorrect sentences (t(42)=0.1362, p=0.8923). In the Advanced L3 
Korean proficiency group, it continued to show no significance between the two 
groups in correct sentences (t(25)=0.7926, p=0.4355), incorrect sentences 
(t(25)=1.3924, p=0.1761), finally , in total (t(25)=1.3172, p=0.1997). 
 
4.4.2. Performance by argument structure type 
The difference between EBLs and EBLs+L2 for each argument structure type in 
grammatical sentences is shown in Table 4.5, and in grammatically incorrect 
sentences in Table 4.6. 
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Table 4.5 t-test between EBLs and EBLs+L2 in the grammatical sentences in 







































A significant difference between the two groups is mainly found in TVB and DVA of 
the Novice L3 Korean groups from the performance in grammatical sentences. Both 
the Intermediate and the Advanced L3 Korean groups showed no significant 
difference between the two groups in any of argument structure types.  
Table 4.6 t-test between EBLs and EBLs+L2 in the ungrammatical sentences in 






































The difference between EBLs and EBLs+L2 in the three L3 Korean proficiency 
groups in ungrammatical sentences is similarly patterned with the results in 
grammatical sentences except a marginal significance found in IVA from the 
Advanced L3 proficiency group (t(25)=2.1604, p=0.0405). A significant difference is 
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found only in the Novice L3 proficiency group in TVB and DVA argument structure 
types. 
Furthermore, as can be seen in Table 4.7, trends are consistent in the 
performance between EBLs and EBLs+L2 from the Novice L3 Korean proficiency 
group (EBLs+L2 outperformed EBLs.) in four argument structure types whereas 
these trends are not seen in the performance of the Intermediate and Advanced L3 
Korean groups. In ungrammatical TVB and DVA, EBLs outperformed EBLs+L2 in 
the Intermediate L3 Korean group. In the Advanced L3 Korean group EBLs 
outperformed EBLs+L2 in grammatical TVA and DVA and ungrammatical TVA. 
However, any of those trends against the expected direction are not statistically 
significant.  
 
Table 4.7 Mean (standard deviation) score for the GJT in the grammatical and 
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4.4.3. Certainty to the judgement 
In order to further analyse general performance, the degree of certainty of the correct 
judgment is investigated by counting only the exactly correct response to the test 
items (24 sentences). Certain answers (e.g. ‘Correct’ or ‘Wrong’) of the correct 
judgments were counted while ‘Probably correct’ and ‘Probably wrong’ were 
excluded. The count and the frequency of the certain answers of the correct 
judgement are shown in Table 4.8. 
Table 4.8 Mean and frequency of certain responses of the correct judgments to the 
test items 
  
L3 Novice L3 Intermediate L3 Advanced 
Mean % Mean % Mean % 
EBLs 15.07 62.8% 18.73 78.0% 18.95 79.0% 
EBLs+L2 19.59 81.6% 21.14 88.1% 22.20 92.5% 
Total 16.11 67.1% 19.11 79.6% 19.56 81.5% 
 
Both EBLs and EBLs+L2 with higher L3 proficiency were more certain with their 
correct judgements to the test items but EBLs+L2 showed higher certainty with their 
correct judgement to the sentences compared to EBLs at each L3 proficiency level 
without exceptions. However, a significant difference between two groups is found 
only from the L3 Novice proficiency group (t(72)=3.2976, p=0.0015) but no 
significance from the L3 Intermediate group (t(42)=1.5680, p=0.1221) and the L3 
Advanced group (t(25)=1.2312, p=0.2297).   
In addition, it is note-worthy to compare the standard deviation between 
EBLs and EBLs+L2, which is shown in Figure 4.3. It shows the median and 25 and 
75 percentile of the groups. 
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Figure 4.3 Box Plot12 of certain responses of the correct judgments to the test items 
(Frequency) 
 
As it displays in Figure 4.3, the performance of individuals from EBL group varies 
more compared to individuals from EBL+L2 group in the L3 Novice group, meaning 
that each individuals of EBL group show diverse certainty whereas ones of EBL+L2 
group stay close in certainty. On the other hand, in the L3 Advanced group, diversity 
of EBLs and EBLs+L2 become very close to each other, meaning that performance of 
individuals from EBL and EBL+L2 groups are heading toward the median. 
 
4.4.4. Discussion 
A significant difference in overall performance between EBLs and EBLs+L2 was 
found only in the Novice group but not in the Intermediate group and the Advanced 
group. This result is mainly due to the significant improvement by EBLs and 
consistence performance by EBLs+L2 across three L3 proficiency groups. 
                                                     
12 The box plot is a standardized way of displaying the distribution of data based on the five 
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Furthermore, in the Intermediate and the Advanced group, it is not always EBLs+L2 
who outperform EBLs in every argument structure types. The benefits that EBLs+L2 
experienced at the initial stage of learning L3 does not seem to be a long-lasting 
effect; in other words, EBLs can catch up with EBLs+L2 in performance on the case-
marking of L3 Korean after the intermediate level. The second hypothesis predicted 
that EBLs+L2 would outperform EBLs for all levels of L3 proficiency group, but the 
difference between two groups would be more significant especially in the L3 Novice 
group. However, Hypothesis 2 is partly supported by the results. 
The role of argument structure type was investigated and a significant 
difference between EBLs and EBLs+L2 was found in TVB and IVA of the Novice 
group but not in IVA and TVA both in correct and incorrect sentences. TVB and IVA 
are the argument structure types that have no matching structures in English, the 
commonly shared L1. This could imply that an advantage of a formal L2 experience 
is stronger in learning unfamiliar structures of L3. However, L2 learning experience 
is again no longer beneficial after intermediate L3 level for EBLs+L2 even in the 
performance of unique structures such as TVB and DVA. It is not a linguistic transfer 
from previously-learnt languages to L3 because there are no analogous structures to 
transfer, meaning that the main cause to derive the difference cannot be predicted 
from the perspective of linguistic transfer. Instead, as Jaensch (2009) studied the 
unfamiliar feature acquisition which do not exist in any of L1 and L2, the acquisition 
of unique structures in the L3 does not rely on declarative knowledge of L1 and L2 
but it relies on procedural knowledge (Paradis, 2009; Bardel and Falk, 2012). 
In addition to the overall performance, certainty of the correct judgement of 
the test items shows that EBLs+L2 are rather certain with their judgement in the 
Novice L3 proficiency group whereas EBLs showed lower certainty and were as 
certain as EBLs+L2 in the Advanced L3 proficiency group. It again supports the 
discussion in 4.3.2 in discussing the main advantage of EBLs+L2 in conceptualizing 
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structural patterns of the target language at the early stage of learning it. EBLs+L2 are 
not only advantageous in the L3 case-marking performance but also are more certain 
with the generalised structural patterns of the new language earlier than EBLs. 
However, again, this advantage is evident at the novice L3 proficiency level but 
disappears after the intermediate level.  
 
4.5. Sensitivity to structure familiarity 
4.5.1. Results 
From the discussion above, it is logical to predict that EBLs+L2 would perform more 
consistently over four argument structure types due to enhanced sensitivity to 
sentence structures whereas EBLs are influenced by familiarity of the structures. 
Argument structure types vary in the distance of the structural familiarity and this 
distance can be perceived by learners differently according to their language 
background. 
A repeated-measures ANOVA testing for differences in sentence structures 
of grammatically correct sentences for EBLs and EBLs+L2 was conducted. The 
result showed that EBLs from all three proficiency groups perform significantly 
differently between four sentence structures (the Novice L3 Korean proficiency group 
resulted F(3,168)=20.9, p<.0001, the Intermediate L3 Korean proficiency group, 
F(3,108)=3.61, p=0.015684, and the Advanced L3 Korean proficiency group, 
F(3,63)=5.54, p=0.001936). On the other hand, EBLs+L2 showed a significant 
difference only in the Novice L3 Korean proficiency group (the Novice L3 Korean 
proficiency group, F(3,48)=9.17, p<.0001) but no significance showed in the 
Intermediate L3 Korean proficiency group (F(3,18)=0.6, p=0.623286) and the 
Advanced L3 Korean proficiency group (F(3,12)=1.28, p=0.325648). 
A repeated-measures ANOVA testing for differences in argument structures 
of grammatically incorrect sentences for EBLs from all the three different L3 Korean 
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proficiency groups found significant difference between argument structure types; 
F(3,168) = 17.49,  p< .0001 for the Novice L3 Korean proficiency group, F(3,108) = 
3.75,  p=0.013153 for the Intermediate L3 Korean proficiency group, and F(3,63) = 
5.15, p=0.003010 for the Advanced L3 Korean proficiency group. On the other hand, 
EBLs+L2 performance showed no significant difference between argument structure 
types for all three L3 Korean proficiency groups; F(3,48)=1.06, p=0.374867 for the 
Novice L3 Korean proficiency group, F(3,18)=0.79, p=0.515158 for the Intermediate 
L3 Korean proficiency group and F(3,12)=1.52, p=0.259701 the Advanced L3 
Korean proficiency group. The results can be summarised as below. 
 
Table 4.9 Summary of repeated-measures ANOVA test by argument structure type of 
EBLs and EBLs+L2 
  
L3 Novice L3 Intermediate L3 Advanced 
Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect 
EBLs Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant 
EBLs
+L2 
Significant None None None None None 
 
Further investigation was conducted to clarify the role of structure familiarity with 
two groups of argument structure types; one is a familiar structure (IVA and TVA) 
and the other is an unfamiliar structure (TVB and DVA). The result showed that there 
is no statistical difference between a familiar structure group and an unfamiliar 
structure group in correct sentences for EBLs+L2 as well as EBLs: Novice EBL 
(t(112)=0.6507, p=0.5166), Novice EBL+L2 (t(32)=2.0287, p=0.0509), Intermediate 
EBL (t(72)=0.7162, p=0.4762), Intermediate EBL+L2 (t(12)=0.6661, p=0.5179), 
Advanced EBL (t(42)=0.2617, p=0.7948) and Advanced EBL+L2 (t(8)=0.7087, 
p=0.4987). The only group that showed a significant difference between a familiar 
structure group and an unfamiliar structure group is Novice EBL (t(112)=4.5341, 
p=0.0001) in incorrect sentences. Performance of other groups in incorrect sentences 
80 
showed no statistical difference between two structure familiarity groups: Novice 
EBL+L2 (t(32)=1.1935, p=0.2414), Intermediate EBL (t(72)=1.2090, p=0.2306), 
Intermediate EBL+L2 (t(12)=1.1533, p=0.2712), Advanced EBL (t(42)=0.7039, 
p=0.4854) and Advanced EBL+L2 (t(8)=0.9783, p=0.3566). 
 
4.5.2. Discussion 
The result to investigate sensitivity to the structure familiarity shows that EBLs from 
all three L3 proficiency levels performed significantly differently between four 
argument structure types in correct sentences whereas EBLs+L2 showed a 
statistically significant difference between argument structure types only from the 
Novice L3 proficiency group. Likewise, EBLs from three different L3 proficiency 
groups showed a significant difference between argument structure types in incorrect 
sentences and EBLs+L2 showed no significant difference between argument structure 
types from all three L3 levels. It can be summarised that sensitivity to different 
argument structure types is constant for EBLs from Novice to Advanced level both 
for correct and incorrect sentences. EBLs+L2 showed some difficulty to perform in 
grammatically correct sentences due to different degrees of familiarity of structures at 
the novice level, but they seem to develop the sensitivity to perform more 
consistently over four argument structure types in correct and incorrect sentences.  
EBLs performed unevenly in different argument structure types whereas the 
performance of EBLs+L2 was stable over all the argument structure types. This 
difference could be caused by the various distance of the familiarity to the structures. 
In other words, EBLs would perform better in familiar sentence structures 
significantly with the help of positive transfer from previously learned languages. 
However, EBLs experience difficulty to learn unfamiliar structures when there is no 
source to transfer from previously learned languages. This difference between four 
argument structure types was maintained across the proficiency groups for EBLs, 
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meaning that EBLs are unable to overcome the different degree of sensitivity to the 
familiarity of the structure compared to EBLs+L2 to advanced level. 
Recalling the result of Study 1, EBLs+L2 in novice L3 proficiency level 
showed a marginally significant difference (F(3,90)=2.53, p=0.0622) in the 
performance between four argument structure structures including correct and 
incorrect sentences which is very close to the findings from the current study 
(F(3,48)=2.46, p=0.074002).  
In summary, Hypothesis 3 is not fully supported by the results as EBLs 
consistently showed a significant difference between argument structure types 
although it was assumed that sensitivity to familiarity of different argument structure 
types would be reduced as the L3 proficiency level gets higher for both EBLs and 
EBLs+L2. 
It implies that EBLs rely on declarative knowledge of existing languages to 
learn the new case-marking system of L3 whereas EBLs+L2 can process new 
linguistic input to induce the case-marking system. In other words, EBLs+L2 transfer 
procedural knowledge rather than declarative knowledge in L3 learning to acquire 
unfamiliar structure, at least in learning the case-marking system. 
 
4.6. The role of L1 Metalinguistic awareness 
4.6.1. Results 
The Performance in the metalinguistic awareness test of each L3 proficiency group is 
displayed in Table 4.10. In total, EBLs+L2 outperformed EBLs slightly for all the L3 





Table 4.10 Mean (standard deviation) score for the metalinguistic awareness test of 
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* Mean of each category is calculated out of 10. 
Overall, a Pearson correlation coefficient of r = 0.0153, p = 0.4287035 (N = 145) was 
found between performances on the GJT and the metalinguistic awareness test that 
participants completed. This means that the performance on the metalinguistic 
awareness test explains positively ܴଶ = 2% of the variance in the GJT, a very small 
effect size. 
In general, EBLs from all three L3 proficiency group showed a very small 
effect between performances on the GJT and the metalinguistic awareness test: the 
Novice L3 Korean proficiency group (r=0.1263, p=0.351328 (N=57), ܴଶ =1.6%), the 
Intermediate L3 Korean proficiency group (r=0.1628, p=0.333812 (N=37), ܴଶ 
=2.65%) and the Advanced L3 Korean proficiency group (r= -0.1318, p= 0.280899 
(N=22), ܴଶ = 1.74%). However, EBLs+L2 showed inconsistent trends from each L3 
proficiency group. The Novice L3 Korean proficiency group (r=-0.1104, p=0.673309 
(N=17), ܴଶ =1.22%) demonstrated a very small effect, while the Intermediate L3 
Korean proficiency group (r=-0.4929, p=0.259977 (N=7), ܴଶ =24.29%) and the 
Advanced L3 Korean proficiency group (r= -0.6855, p= 0.100797 (N=5), ܴଶ = 
46.99%) demonstrated a bigger effect size although in the negative direction.  
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Regardless of the sub-groups (EBLs and EBLs+L2) or L3 proficiency level, 
the role of metalinguistic awareness in the case-marking was investigated by t-test of 
the GJT score between two groups based on the total score of the metalinguistic 
awareness test (a group of the participants scored over 9 and the other group scored 
lower than 9). The result showed no significant difference (t(143)= 0.1561, p=.8762) 
between the two groups. As a result, the genuine comparison of the metalinguistic 
awareness test and the GJT showed that there is no correlation between them. 
One interesting finding here is the standard deviation of EBLs+L2 in L3 
Advanced group. EBLs+L2 show a small standard deviation compared to EBLs in 
control, analysis and overall metalinguistic awareness result, meaning that there is 
stronger consistency among individuals in EBLs+L2 group than EBLs group.  
 
4.6.2. Discussion 
Results of the correlation test between the GJT and the metalinguistic awareness test 
is unsupportive of the last hypothesis. Hypothesis 4 predicted that learners with 
higher metalinguistic awareness in L1 will outperform those with lower 
metalinguistic awareness in L1 regardless of existence of L2 experiences. And it 
would be especially strong at the initial stage of L3 learning and will fade away as L3 
Korean proficiency improves. However, there was no significant positive correlation 
between performance in the GJT and the metalinguistic awareness test. In addition, 
the direction of the relation between the GJT and the metalinguistic awareness test 
that each group showed is inconsistent. EBLs from the Novice L3 Korean proficiency 
group and the Intermediate L3 Korean proficiency group showed a positive 
correlation, whereas EBLs from the Advanced L3 Korean proficiency group and 
EBLs+L2 from all L3 Korean proficiency group showed a negative correlation. 
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EBLs+L2 outperformed EBLs in the metalinguistic awareness test in all three 
L3 proficiency groups but there was no statistical significance. Although a number of 
previous works have suggested that there is a significant difference between 
monolinguals and bilinguals, no significant metalinguistic awareness difference 
among early bilinguals was found in this study. The results suggest that L2 learning 
experience does not necessarily lead to enhanced L1 metalinguistic awareness among 
early bilinguals as a wash-back effect. There could be two possible reasons. Firstly, 
L1 metalinguistic awareness developed by language learning experience is perhaps a 
holistic, perceptive and cognitive ability and it may not be captured by a task 
designed in one specific language on the specific morphosyntactic feature such as the 
case-marking system here. The other reason would be that L1 metalinguistic 
awareness alone among early bilinguals would not be further nurtured by learning 
additional languages later in life. Rather metalinguistic awareness interacts with other 
features of EBLs+L2 such as motivation, enhanced sensitivity, learning strategy and 
procedural knowledge to maximize advantage in L3 performance. 
In addition to general metalinguistic awareness scores, all of the EBLs and 
EBLs+L2 from the three L3 proficiency groups performed better in the “analysis” 
ability test than the “control” test. Statistical impact was found between analysis and 
control of participants. Paired t-test showed that overall performance in judging 
grammaticality in meaningful sentences (analysis) was significantly better than 
performance in judging anomalous sentences (control) (t(144)= 8.0699, p<.0001). 
The consistent results showed from each participant group (EBLs and EBLs+L2). 
EBLs in the three L3 proficiency groups significantly outperformed in the sentences 
to measure analysis ability compared to control ability (Novice, t(56)= 4.61, 
p<0.0001, Intermediate, t(36)= 5.0488, p=0.0001 and Advanced, t(21)= 2.3090, p= 
0.0312).EBLs+L2 significantly outperformed in analysis ability compared to control 
ability in the L3 Novice group (t(16)= 2.2813, p=0.0366) and the L3 Advanced group 
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(t(4)= 5.7155, p= 0.0046) but not in the L3 Intermediate (t(6)= 1.8665, p= 0.1112). 
Bialystok (2011) explained that control is more enhanced compared to analysis for 
bilinguals to compare with monolinguals. However, the results of the current study 
propose that early bilinguals who are learning L3 can present more enhanced analysis 
over control regardless of L2 experience in general. According to Bialystok (2011), 
‘analysis’ is in charge of the organisation of the knowledge to support higher levels of 
performance which will lead to development. She explained the role of analysis as 
below. 
 
As knowledge becomes organized and structured, it becomes more explicit and 
can be articulated and manipulated. Through this process of analysis, 
knowledge is continually built up by the addition of new information and by 
the restructuring of that information that makes it more accessible and suitable 
as an object of thought. 
Another way of thinking about the analysis of knowledge is that information 
moves along a continuum from implicit knowledge to explicit knowledge. 
Different degrees of explicitness are required to support different activities. In 
this sense implicit knowledge is a starting point and should not be confused 
with the automatized knowledge that is a consequence, or endpoint, of a highly 
practiced activity. Thus, analysis is responsible for reforming the 
organizational structure of the representational base to support increasingly 
complex performance.  
(Bialystok, 2011, p. 50) 
 
Understanding of the role of analysis which is a more enhanced ability both for EBLs 
and EBLs+L2, the metalinguistic awareness test results can be interpreted that early 
bilinguals, in general, display analysis ability which enables them to restructure the 
(linguistic) knowledge and be aware of the knowledge so that they are able to 
86 
manipulate it. And EBLs+L2 performed significantly better in the GJT due to 
developed analysis and help from procedural knowledge that is achieved from a 
formal L2 learning experience. The advantage of EBLs+L2 is not derived only from 
enhanced metalinguistic awareness but its interaction with procedural knowledge, 
rather than declarative knowledge transferred. 
Nonetheless, it should be noted that there is a potential problem in designing 
the metalinguistic awareness test, especially anomalous items due to its consistency 
with the GJT test items. Correct judgement for ungrammatical items such as ‘The 
movie likes the teacher.’ in the GJT is ‘Wrong’ whereas the correct judgement for 
‘He eats a car at the canteen.’ in the metalinguistic awareness test should be ‘Correct’ 
in grammatical/anomalous sentences. As described earlier in methodology, GJT 
displayed before metalinguistic awareness test and the instruction for the GJT was 
given as follows. 
 
“There will be 36 sentences for you to decide if the sentences are correct/probably 
correct/probably wrong/wrong. 
You can spend time as much as you like.” 
 
And test items for the GJT displayed followed by the metalinguistic awareness test 
instruction as below. 
 
“This is the last test. It is to test your ability to control the cognition process. You 





'I heard a rabbit barking.' is a structurally correct sentence although it sounds 
strange. You should choose 'Correct' for this sentence because there is no 
grammatical error.  
16 sentences will be given to you and the reaction time will be measured as well 
as the response. 
Thank you.” 
The decision of the judgment for anomalous sentences should be ‘Wrong’ in the GJT 
due to the fact that NP scrambling is allowed in Korean. A sentence in (13) a. is 
correct without doubt but it is unclear to test one’s understanding of the case-marking 
system of Korean if one judges the sentence in (13) b. “Correct”. 
 
(13) a. Yuri-ka   TV-lul  bonda. 
        Yuri-NOM TV-ACC see 
      b. TV-ka  Yuri-lul bonda. 
          TV-NOM   Yuri-ACC see 
 
Unlike English, in which Case is assigned by word order, Korean relies on the case-
markers which make it possible for NPs to get scrambled in a sentence, especially to 
topicalize the NP. If an NP is in S-structure without a case-marker, native speakers 
rely on other cues to judge Case of the NP such as animacy of NPs or context. In that 
sense, anomaly due to NP animacy should be judged as ‘Structurally wrong’. 
Although it was an unavoidable study design, any possibility cannot be ignored that it 
might cause some confusion to the participants. 
 
4.7. Summary 
This study found similar results with Study 1in that EBLs+L2 outperformed EBLs in 
the GJT and showed enhanced sensitivity to unfamiliar argument structures such as 
TVB and DVA. However, along the L3 proficiency level, improvement in 
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performance by two groups showed a difference. The results suggest that the case-
marking system is a grammar feature that learners are developing at the early stage of 
learning a foreign language, at least for L3 Korean. EBLs+L2 are especially 
advantaged in doing that in light of a formal L2 learning experience so that EBLs+L2 
acquire the L3 case-marking system earlier than EBLs. In fact, this result is in line 
with the discussion on transfer of word order in L2A in previous studies (Odlin, 1989; 
Kellerman, 1995). Considering word order in English is reflected as the case-marking 
system in Korean, learners can acquire Case-assignment mechanism at the beginning 
of the language learning process. 
However, the result of a diminished difference between EBLs and EBLs+L2 
as proficiency increases would suggest that L3 proficiency is negatively related to the 
benefits of EBLs+L2 in learning additional languages, meaning that the beneficial 
effect mainly explains advantages of EBLs+L2 at the novice level of L3. Yet EBLs 
who were found to be limited in improvement in familiarity in L3 structures were not 
able to overcome disadvantages as their proficiency increased. 
The role of metalinguistic awareness in L3 learning is not significant but it is 
hard to judge from the findings in this study due to some conflict in the study design 
between the GJT and the metalinguistic awareness test and further study is required. 
In conclusion, the original contribution of this study regarding the main 
strength of EBLs+L2 compared to EBLs in light of the role of L3 proficiency can be 
summarised as below: 
 
1. EBLs+L2 are able to capture the morphosyntactic feature of case-marking 
with greater sensitivity and generalise the case-marking system of the target language 
with limited linguistic input at the early stage of L3 acquisition. With the terms from 
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the Competition Model, EBLs+L2 are more sensitive to capture the cue strength in 
the acquisition of the case-marking system of L3.  
2. EBLs+L2 are able to perform more consistently across different argument 
structure types due to enhanced sensitivity to unique structures as well as to familiar 
structures. As the findings from Study 1 show, typological similarity is influential in 
L3 acquisition but “enhanced feature sensitivity” to new linguistic input (Jaensch, 
2009, p.140) would be the prominent benefits for EBLs+L2.  
 
Studies 1 and 2 yielded results that allow me to understand how a formal language 
learning experience plays a role in the comprehension aspect of L3 learning. 
Logically, the next question in the topic of the benefits of a formal L2 learning 
experience would expand to the production aspect of L3 learning. In the following 
study, I will examine the written works of early bilingual learners of L3 Korean 











5. Study 3: Acquisition of variation in argument realisation 
 
Study 3 investigates the acquisition of variation patterns of argument realisation in L3 
by EBLs and EBLs+L2. The two previous studies in chapters 3 and 4 presented 
empirical support for the additional effect of late bilingualism, especially at the initial 
stage of L3 learning in the acquisition of obligatory grammar form (e.g. case-marking) 
due to enhanced sensitivity to linguistic input achieved from previous language 
learning experiences. The design of Studies 1 and 2 reflects the perception of the 
structural aspect of a target language, such as the case-marking system and 
grammatical acceptability of the items in the GJT by the acquired knowledge of early 
bilinguals. The studies, in fact, allow the measurement of rather explicit knowledge of 
the L3 case-marking system (Ellis, 2005) by using untimed grammaticality judgment 
task. The findings from Studies 1 and 2 suggest that EBLs+L2 are significantly 
sensitive to new linguistic input and are able to generate the language-specific rule of 
the obligatory form of a target language from limited linguistic inputs at the early 
stage of L3 learning compared to EBLs. To further expand the findings from these 
studies, the current study investigates whether learners can apply this language-
specific rule in the production, in other words, the acquisition of variation patterns, in 
particular, argument realisation of nominative and accusative Case in the learner 
production. Although learners can perceive grammaticality of case-marking in 
comprehension, there are various ways to realise argument regarding marking Case. 
Successful language learners are expected to reflect the variation patterns of argument 
realisation close to native speech in production of a target language. Therefore the 
current study is to find whether variation patterns of class inputs would be learnable 
as a result of successful perception by L3 learners, as well as the role of a formal L2 
learning experience in the acquisition of those variation patterns further to obligatory 
forms. 
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Based on the findings from previous works, I would assume that there would 
be a positive influence of classroom input in the learner performance in variation 
patterns of argument realisation, especially by EBLs+L2 due to enhanced sensitivity. 
The target language, Korean, in the study is completely different in syntactic structure 
and argument realisation variants from the participants’ existing languages, mainly 
English, Chinese or Malay. It is highly possible that learners purely rely on 
information from linguistic input that they are exposed to from the classroom such as 
textbook and written input. The influence is not limited to obligatory variation such 
as correctly realised constituents but variations that reflect any possible form of 
argument realisation type such as overt NP or covert NP, namely sociolinguistic 
variation (Li, 2010). Revisiting Jaensch (2009), the study on the acquisition of 
morphosyntactic feature in L3 (Case inflection of NPs in German) which does not 
exist either in L1 (Japanese) or L2 (English) showed that learners demonstrated 
enhanced sensitivity to the new type of structural features in L3 from instructional 
examples. Jaensch explained that enhanced sensitivity to the features, achieved as a 
result of learning L2 is ultimately the benefit in learning an additional language. 
The current study, therefore, investigates any correlation between variation 
patterns in classroom inputs (CI) and variation patterns in the performance by two 
sub-groups of L3 learners of Korean (KL): EBLs and EBLs+L2. Further, a possibility 
of typological proximity in the acquisition of variation patterns will be investigated 
by comparing EBLs with L2 Japanese experience (EBLs+Jap) and EBLs with non-
Japanese L2 group (EBLs+non Jap) in variation patterns of argument realisation.  
 
5.1. Background 
Although L3A studies on various formal linguistic areas such as lexical items, 
phonological and syntactic features have been increasing rapidly over the past decade, 
the acquisition of sociolinguistic competence in a third language has not been 
extensively examined except by Dewaele (2002) and Chasaide & Regan (2008). 
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Production of structurally-correct sentences does not guarantee a complete 
mastery of sociolinguistic variation phenomena comparable to the competence of 
native speakers. For instance, Korean is full of variation in argument realisation 
variants among native speakers. Variation patterns in argument realisation of NOM 
and ACC in Korean are technically possible as in the following nine sentences in (14). 
However, the nine variations are not equally frequently used by native speakers. For 
instance, the most formal sentence type is (14)a. with all required NPs with an 
explicit marker appeared. NPs without an explicit marker or both arguments dropped 
are more common from casual oral performance rather than formal writing (Kim, 
2008). They can be interpreted into the exactly same sentence in English to describe 
the specific event. 
 
(14) Yuri ate the banana. 
 
     a. Yuri-ka   banana-lul  meok-ett-eo. 
         Yuri-NOM   banana-ACC  eat-PAST-ENDING 
 
     b. Yuri-ka   banana-Ø   meok-ett-eo. 
         Yuri-NOM   banana-Ø  eat-PAST-ENDING 
 
     c. Yuri-Ø   banana-lul  meok-ett-eo. 
         Yuri-Ø    banana-ACC eat-PAST-ENDING 
 
     d. Yuri-Ø   banana-Ø   meok-ett-eo. 
         Yuri-Ø    banana-Ø  eat-PAST-ENDING 
 
      e. Yuri-ka   Ø    meok-ett-eo. 
          Yuri-NOM   Ø   eat-PAST-ENDING 
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      f. Ø    banana-lul   meok-ett-eo. 
         Ø     banana-ACC  eat-PAST-ENDING 
 
      g. Ø   banana-Ø meok-ett-eo. 
         Ø     banana-Ø eat-PAST-ENDING 
          
      h. Ø   Ø    meok-ett-eo. 
        Ø     Ø   eat-PAST-ENDING 
 
      i. Yuri-Ø   Ø    meok-ett-eo. 
         Yuri-Ø    Ø  eat-PAST-ENDING 
          
The sentences above show that native speakers of Korean vary in their use of 
argument realisation between full NP with explicit case marker (NP-CM), full NP 
with dropped case marker (NP-Ø), and covert NP (Dropped NP). (14)a.- (14)d. are 
understood correctly with the concrete nominative NP (Yuri) and the accusative NP 
(banana). However, (14)e. – (14)i. sentences require an extra setting in which the 
interlocutors share the scene to perceive NOM as Yuri and ACC as banana. (14)e, 
(14)h, (14)i. should have a banana in the scene so that the banana is visible to be 
perceived as one of the participants that is included in the sentence although ‘banana’ 
is not produced. (14)f. - (14)h. require context prior to the sentence so that both 
interlocutors have two participants, Yuri and banana ready to activate in 
interpretation of the sentence. Other cues to assign Case to produced NPs in s-
structure or perceived NPs in the real world should be recognised by learners to 
produce the correct interpretation of sentences with variation. For example, sentences 
in (14) have two participants, one with +animacy, Yuri and the other with –animacy, 
banana have the additional strong cue such as NP animacy feature to assign Case 
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with transitive verb, eat. However, MacWhinney (2005) mentioned that the animacy 
cue is not contrastively available anymore if animacy of two NPs is not distinct. 
From casual observation in the Korean classroom, it is often seen that Korean 
learners (hereafter referred to as KLs) produce sentences with some variation in 
argument realisation but it is not perceived with 100% acceptability by native 
Koreans. Although variation in argument realisation can be seen in most Korean 
sentences, it is difficult for learners of Korean to acquire the variation patterns, 
especially outside of the target language environment. When learning a foreign 
language is happening outside of a target language environment, language exposure 
to target language is highly controlled by the classroom exposure, mainly by the 
classroom materials and teacher speech. It is logical to predict that the main influence 
on sociolinguistic variation of learners would be limited to classroom exposure (Li, 
2010; Mougeon et al, 2010) rather than native speech. This study is interested in the 
role of variation patterns of argument realisation in the classroom input in awareness 
and the acquisition of the variable forms of target language features by learners.  
In addition to classroom materials, classroom speech by educators could be 
another important factor (Mougeon et al, 2010; Li, 2010) that would influence 
learners’ recognition of target language sociolinguistic variation. However, in the 
current study, teacher speech in the classroom is highly controlled by the teaching 
materials to repeat the sentences given in the textbook or power-point slides used 
during the lecture without explicit English instruction for the novice Korean 
proficiency group. Moreover, Starr (2011), in her study of the Mandarin language 
classroom, argued that standard Mandarin was acquired by learners in spite of their 
classroom exposure to variably non-standard Mandarin pronunciation by teachers. In 
other words, learners were able to capture the language variation between standard 
and non-standard Mandarin; as a result, learners chose to resemble the language 
pattern which they perceived as standard. In line with Starr (2011), I can predict that 
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written works of learners will be greatly influenced by the formal classroom materials 
when teacher speech resembles the materials.  
 
5.1.1. The acquisition of sociolinguistic variation by L2 learners 
Bayley & Regan (2004) argued that “variation in native speech is highly systematic 
and subject to a range of linguistic and social constraints with evidence from previous 
studies” (see p. 324). One of their key findings is evidence that individual patterns of 
L2 speaker’s sociolinguistic variation are consistent with group patterns, meaning that 
sociolinguistic competence is learnable by L2 learners as well and they can systemise 
variation in their speech.  
From previous works of studying the acquisition of sociolinguistic variation 
by L2 learners, there is a distinction between the acquisition of grammatical features 
that are generally regarded as obligatory in the target language and the acquisition of 
the target language forms in which native speakers demonstrate variation. Mougeon 
et al. (2004) proposed that obligatory grammatical features in the target language can 
be referred to as ‘Type 1’ variation and later features in which patterns of 
sociolinguistic variation are found can be known as ‘Type 2’ variation. 
Li (2010) investigated the use of Chinese morphosyntactic particle DE (的) 
by L2 learners of Chinese in sociolinguistic variation. Li studied the use of DE by 
native speakers of Chinese, classroom speech (including teacher speech and textbook) 
and L2 learners of Chinese. She found that L2 learners could acquire Type 2 variation 
of native speakers at least at the higher proficiency level of Chinese, meaning this 
empirical study supports the proposal that Type 2 variation of DE is learnable 
although it requires time to obtain similarity with native speakers. However, there 
was little influence of L1 in L2 sociolinguistic variation in line with the findings from 
Dewaele (1998). Li (2010) as well as others’ works (Mougeon & Rehner, 2001; 
Mougeon et al., 2004; Mougeon et al., 2010) found the mismatch between native 
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speaker and the classroom teacher speech in Type 2 variation from their studies. 
Moreover, Type 2 variation of L2 learners patterned with teacher speech rather than 
native speakers, meaning there is a direct correlation between linguistic input and the 
performance of L2 learners in the acquisition of Type 2 variation. However, it is 
unclear whether the L2 learners of Chinese in Li (2010) were studying Chinese as 
literally the immediate second language or there was any other additional language 
between L1 and the target language, Chinese. 
Mougeon et al. (2010) intensively studied sociolinguistic variation in the 
educational input of French immersion students and its influence on the acquisition of 
sociolinguistic variation. Variation of marked informal variants, formal variants and 
hyper formal variants showed that there are big gaps between native speakers, class 
materials and learners in the frequency of use. For instance native speakers showed 
only 0.5% of frequency in the use of hyper formal variant ne whereas the immersion 
teachers showed 71% and teaching materials showed 100% in text. Immersion 
students followed the pattern of teacher speech as 70%. The study reported that 
French immersion students were greatly influenced by teachers compared to class 
teaching materials and there is a great distance between native speakers and learners 
in the patterns of sociolinguistic variation.  
In addition to the role of each source of L2 input, Mougeon and his 
colleagues found some positive influence of L1 in the acquisition of L2 French 
variation. Study on the sociolinguistic competence of French by the students with 
Spanish or Italian home-language found the patterns with home language in the use of 
negative particles. In Spanish or Italian, the negative particles are not deleted whereas 
in French it could be dropped, especially in native speech although classroom 
material and teacher speech realised it more. The students who speak Spanish or 
Italian used the negative particles more frequently compared to the rest of the 
students. There was another piece of evidence of L1 influence in L2 French 
sociolinguistic competence in the use of adverb, juste which is similar to English just. 
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The students with English home-language used juste more than the others although it 
was rarely used by native speakers or class teachers. Mougeon et al. (2010) proposed 
that the importance of L1 transfer in the learning of L2 sociolinguistic variation. 
However, again, considering the study was conducted in Canada where English and 
French are used simultaneously in some areas, it is not a fair comparison between 
English L1 speakers and other L1 speakers. Twenty-five percent of the participants 
were other L1 speakers (i.e. Spanish, Italian or non Romance languages) more than 
half of the time at home, meaning that French is not a true L2 for them. On the other 
hand, 12% of the participants reported that they are speaking French more than half 
the time at home. To the extent of the role of home language in L2 sociolinguistic 
variation, it would suggest that home language is playing a role in the acquisition of 
L3 sociolinguistic variation. However, the study emphasized that home language 
influence is rather weak when it has to compete with other variants from counterparts. 
Considering L3 learning is a much more complicated process of inputs and other 
factors that would be influential, the role of home language would be diminished in 
the learning of L3 sociolinguistic competence.  
 Regan et al. (2009) reported the significance of the context of acquisition and 
contact with native speakers in a target language community to gain long lasting 
sociolinguistic competence. They studied the acquisition of sociolinguistic 
competence in a study abroad context and found positive effect of the context of 
acquisition in the native speech community and contact with native speakers. In 
relation to long term effects, the results indicated that linguistic gains were 
maintained a year later as L2 speakers showed a clear understanding of the 
sociolinguistic implications of the vernacular variants and continued to use them even 
a year later when the native speaker input is no longer daily available. In fact, it is an 
interesting finding as other areas of acquisition did not find that grammatical 
structures always improve after a year abroad, according to Regan. In line with 
previous works (Dewaele and Regan, 2001; Regan, 1996), Regan et al. (2009) also 
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found that contact with native speakers has the most significant effect among various 
factors in the acquisition of sociolinguistic competence. For instance, in relation to a 
formal feature, ne that appeared in the textbook almost 100% whereas it hardly 
appears in native speech, Irish learners after a year in a French-speaking country, 
increased their rate of deletion significantly with influence of native speakers. In 
addition, the general grammar of the L2 speaker was reported to become closer to the 
structures of the native speaker.  
 
5.1.2.  Type 1 and Type 2 variation of Korean argument realisation 
The current study focuses on Type 1 and Type 2 variation of argument realisation by 
L3 learners of Korean. Korean is an overt case-marking language with various 
argument realisation types as shown in (12); for example, nominative NP can be 
realised as a bare NP with an explicit case-marking morpheme or as a covert NP in S-
structure. Variation studies of argument realisation in Korean have been limited to 
variation patterns of argument realisation by native speakers of Korean or Type 1 
variation of L2 Korean learners.  There have been few studies on Type 2 variation of 
Korean argument realisation by L2 learners from the perspective of variationist 
sociolinguistics. 
Kim (2008) studied Type 2 variation of conversational Korean (adult-adult 
native Korean conversation) in informal setting and reported NOM (subject) NP was 
realised with 58% of zero-anaphor (Dropped NP), 29% of NP marked with explicit 
case-markers (NP-CM) and 13% of NP without any case-marker (NP-Ø). The 
findings from Korean native children speech (Kim, 2000) also showed similar 
variation patterns in argument realisation with Kim (2008). Considering that learners 
of L3 Korean, especially in the novice level, are taught to realise Case of NPs by 
adding explicit case-markers as an obligatory variant, there seems to be a gap 
between native use of argument realisation and educational language input. 
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Ahn & Herschensohn (2013) looked at Anglophone learners of Korean, 
although it is unclear if the learners were L2 learners of Korean or L3 learners. In the 
study, only Type 1 variation in nominative and accusative NPs is discussed without 
Null NPs. The learners were given one translation task and two oral tasks. The two 
oral tasks differed in the existence of preparation time. The first oral task, a picture 
description task was given with two minutes of preparation time whereas a short 
answer task was not. The results showed no difference in incorrectly marked NPs 
between a translation task and a picture description task (8.9% and 9%) but the rate 
increased in the short answer task (12.6%). It, perhaps, is due to the given preparation 
time as suggested by the authors. The omission of case-markers was reported and it 
showed a difference in each task. In the translation task, learners omitted the case-
markers from 6% of nominative and accusative NPs. However, it increased to 16% in 
the picture description task and 51% in the short answer task. L1 transfer would be 
responsible for the results and the authors suggest that it is not from failure of 
acquiring Korean case-markers but due to the absence of abstract connections 
between syntactic features and morphological features. Even then I would suggest 
there must be some influence of sociolinguistic variation of Korean case realisation 
for NPs such as null NPs or NPs without case-markers13.  
Considering that native Korean speakers utter NPs without case-markers 13% 
of the time for NOM and 46% of the time for ACC, the exposure to such an 
experience would motivate learners to transfer L1 English case-marking system such 
as no explicit markers of Case more freely. 
Na Ranong & Leung (2009) studied a similar linguistic feature such as Null 
object co-indexation in L3 Chinese14. Ranong and Leung observed two experimental 
groups (L1 Thai learners of L3 Chinese with L2 English and L1 English learners of 
L2 Chinese) in the acquisition of Null object which exist in Thai and Chinese but not 
                                                     
13 The term used as ‘particle omission’ in Ahn & Herschensohn (2013) 
14 However, this study measured an interpretation not production. 
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in English. One control group of L1 Chinese speakers was involved too. It was a 
written interpretation task of sentences in Thai and Chinese to choose the co-
indexation of overt and covert pronouns in the sentence without context. The results 
showed that L1 English group (63.28%) patterned with L1 Thai (61.25%) and L1 
Chinese (62.08%) groups in correct rates of acceptance on Null object interpretation 
task in Chinese. Considering the length of the study, the L2 Chinese for L1 English 
group (Chinese major, 1 year), it is not surprising to find that L1 English group can 
develop sensitivity to an unfamiliar morphosyntactic feature such as Null object. 
Furthermore, there is a high chance for L1 English group to have some other ‘L2s’ 
prior to Chinese although it is not stated in the study. It might not be typologically 
related to Chinese or Thai but one can develop linguistic sensitivity and 
metalinguistic awareness by experiencing any language learning (Bardel and Falk, 
2012). In addition, they argued that L1 Chinese and L1 Thai speakers are more 
sensitive to the distinction between null objects and overt objects compared to L1 
English speakers due to their experience with discourse-type languages. Although 
there are no previous works on sociolinguistic variation in L2 Korean, I can formulate 
some hypotheses based on related works. 
 
5.1.3.  Rationale of the current study 
The current study addresses two research questions regarding Type 1 variation of 
early bilingual learners of L3 Korean which is related to the acquisition of 
grammatical case-marking. Additionally, three research questions are put forward 
regarding Type 2 variation patterns of learners that account for the acquisition of 
variation in argument realisation. Research questions include: 
 
Regarding Type 1 variation  
1. What are the patterns of Type 1 variation in argument realisation by early bilingual 
learners of Korean? Would EBLs+L2 display any advantage in the acquisition of 
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Type 1 variation in light of previous language learning experience in a formal setting? 
In addition, is there any typological proximity between L2 and L3 in the acquisition 
of Type 1 variation? 
2. Does home language play a role in Type1 variation patterns?  
 
 
Regarding Type 2 variation acquisition of argument realisation 
3. What are the patterns of Type 2 variation in argument realisation from classroom 
exposure (textbook and slides) in various verb types: transitive, intransitive, 
descriptive, existential verbs and copula? 
4. What are the patterns in Type 2 variation in argument realisation among L3 
learners of Korean? And is there any correlation between classroom input and Korean 
learners in Type 2 variation of argument realisation? 
5. What are the effects on learners’ Type 2 variation in argument realisation of (a) 
typological proximity between L2 and L3, (b) home language15, (c) formal L2 
learning experience, and (d) familiarity of sentence and structure type? 
 
Kim (2008) reported that there is a difference in argument variation based on 
verb transitivity. In other words, it could be said that verb types can be influential in 
variation patterns. It is also related to structure familiarity to KLs which would play a 
role in variation patterns. Structure familiarity plays a rather salient role in the 
performance by EBLs who showed a significant difference in argument types in 
Studies 1 and 2. L2 learning experiences in a formal setting enhanced sensitivity to 
sentence structures which would be advantageous for EBLs+L2 in learning L3 
Korean, in particular unfamiliar structures. In light of the findings from the two 
earlier studies in this dissertation, it can be hypothesized that L2 learning experience 
                                                     
15 See 3.3.2 for the role of ‘Home language’ as L1. 
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would demonstrate additive benefits in the acquisition of variation patterns of L3 in 
line with grammatical features.  
There is individual difference in recognising the structural information in L2 
learning when the information is delivered in an implicit manner. As previous studies 
reported that L2 learning experience can enhance one’s metalinguistic awareness, it 
will equip them with the ability to recognize linguistic and sociolinguistic information. 
To this extent, L2 experience would seem to be advantageous in learning variation 
patterns of L3. 
 
5.1.4. Hypotheses 
Based on the research questions discussed in 5.1.3, the current study has two 
hypotheses regarding Type 1 variation and three hypotheses regarding Type 2 
variation to test. The hypotheses can be summarised as below. 
 
Regarding Type 1 variation 
1. A formal L2 learning experience is beneficial in the acquisition of Type 1 variation, 
e.g. grammatical case-marking in line with the findings from Study 1 and 2. 
Moreover, typologically close L2 to the target language, such as Japanese experience 
will convey further benefits to early bilinguals with L2 Japanese. 
2. Home language would play a marginal role in Type 1 variation based on the 
findings from previous works (Mougeon et al, 2010) although there is a counter 
evidence from Li (2010). 
 
Regarding Type 2 variation 
3. Type 2 variation in argument realisation from classroom exposure will show some 
differences regarding verb type base on the findings from T. Kim (2008). 
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4. Type 2 variation of early bilinguals would be patterned with Type 2 variation of 
classroom input in argument realisation. However, EBLs+L2 would pattern CI 
variation more closely due to their enhanced sensitivity to linguistic inputs. 
5. Type 2 variation of early bilinguals in argument realisation would vary in light of 
(a) typological proximity between L2 and L3, (b) home language, (c) a formal L2 
learning experience, and (d) familiarity of sentence and structure type. 
 
In the current study, writing assignment of learners from the second semester of 
learning Korean will be analysed to understand acquisition of sociolinguistic 
variation patterns with the special focus on argument realisation in L3 Korean. The 
target feature, the case-marking system and its variation in realisation was only 




The data was collected in March 2014 from 119 participants aged 18-22 attending the 
National University of Singapore. Participants reported their language background 
knowledge including home language, prior language experience, and proficiency of 
each language. All participants were early bilinguals based on their two first 
languages and can be classified into two sub-groups of EBLs (n=95) and EBLs+L2 
(n=24) regarding prior experience in formal study of an L2. 
EBLs and EBLs+L2 reported their primary and secondary home languages in 
the survey to examine the role of a language in active use as a potential factor. Forty-
five of the participants reported that English is used as a primary home language and 





Table 5.1 Home language/s among KLs 
Home language KL (N) 
Single home language 106 
      Indonesian 2 
      Chinese 54 
      English 45 
      Malay 5 
Two home languages 13 
      English / Chinese 12 
      English / Tamil 1 
 
For L2s of EBLs+L2, 20 of EBLs+L2 learnt one L2 prior to L3 as Arabic (n=2), 
Chinese (n=2), German (n=1), Japanese (n=11), Malay (n=2) and Thai (n=2). On the 
other hand, four of EBLs+L2 learnt two L2s as German/French (n=1), 
German/Japanese (n=1) and Japanese/French (n=2). Three of the EBLs+L2 were 
male and 21 were female. Among the 95 EBLs, 12 were male and 83 were female 
participants. 
At the time of participation, all participants had been studying beginner-level 
Korean for eight months in the same language course at the university level. In the 
current study, formal exposure to the same quality of linguistic input is more salient 
compared to language proficiency to investigate ability of individuals in analysing 
variation patterns from controlled linguistic inputs. The teaching style of the Korean 
class reflects inductive strategy to avoid any direct rule teaching or variation patterns 
of argument realisation. The learners, therefore, were only exposed to variation 
patterns of argument realisation but when and where to use the variants were not 
explicitly taught. 
Initially, the data was collected from 123 participants but 4 participants were 




5.2.2. Material and data collection 
Classroom input data was collected from the textbook that the teachers and students 
used for the Korean course at NUS as well as from the power-point slides that were 
used for the lessons. The sentences in the power-point slides are shared with the 
students before each lesson so that the students can study the sentences outside of the 
classroom. The data includes sentences from sample sentences to explain the 
grammar usage, listening scripts, reading passages, writing practices (e.g. reading for 
writing and rote practice) and dialogues for speaking practices. All the sentences from 
those sections were transcribed and analysed on nominative and accusative argument 
realisation. There is no special emphasis on variation patterns of argument realisation 
during the lesson, such as explicit instruction on the topic. The variation patterns of 
argument realisation from the sentences are demonstrated to reflect variation patterns 
of authentic Korean in argument realisation so that learners are exposed to the 
patterns to acquire patterns implicitly. 
Collected written works from the learners of L3 Korean were transcribed and 
analysed statistically to see variation of performance in argument realisation. Written 
assignments of learners produced during the semester were collected only from those 
who agreed to submit voluntarily for the research project. They were given 40-
minutes to complete the assignment to write a complete story with the topic, ‘A party 
plan’ in more than 340 syllables. Specific guidelines were given to them such as the 
venue and the reason of choosing the place, guests and the description about them and 
activities for the party. From observation during writing, most of the participants 
finished writing within the 40-minute time without any problem. This writing 
exercise was known to be a part of assessment to the participants in advance, meaning 
that they paid attention to the accuracy of the writing. No compensation was paid to 
the participants. 
As a result, 2,322 nominative tokens were collected from classroom inputs 
and 3,077 nominative tokens were collected from written works of participants. For 
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accusative NPs, 689 accusative tokens from inputs and 1,614 accusative tokens from 
written works of participants were collected. 
 
5.2.3. Analysis and coding 
As mentioned in Chapter 2.4 of this dissertation, Korean, unlike English, is an SOV 
language with explicit case-marking morphemes and it allows NP scrambling and 
omission with Case being marked explicitly. Korean verbs are classified into four 
categories; action verbs, descriptive verbs, existential verbs and a copula, and action 
verbs have two sub-groups of transitive and intransitive verbs. Existential verbs and a 
copula have their own negative form as independent lexical items which would not 
require any structural negative feature. 
In sum, verb types that showed in the written works by KLs can be classified 
as one of seven types: descriptive verb (DV), intransitive verb (IV), transitive verb 
(TV), copula, negative copula, existential verb (EV) and negative EV. TV requires 
two arguments which are nominative and accusative whereas all other verb types, DV, 
IV, copula, negative copula, EV and negative EV require only one argument which is 
nominative. 
Coding was done categorically based on the type of argument realisation (e.g. 
NP with case-marker, dropped NP or NP without case-marker) by verb type. To study 
Type 1 variation, further classification between correctly-marked and incorrectly-
marked NP was made among NP with case-marker. It is exemplified by the three 













chingu-Ø                 wooyu-lul          joahae-yo. 
The friend- Ø     milk-ACC         like-ENDING 
‘The friend likes milk’ 
NP with case-marker  
yuri-ka           yonghwa-lul     boa-yo. 
Yuri-NOM     movie-ACC     watch-ENDING 
‘Yuri watches    a movie.’ 
Dropped NP  
Ø                sajin-ul               jiceo-yo. 
Ø-NOM     picture-ACC       take-ENDING 
‘(someone)  takes a picture.’ 
 
In addition to argument realisation types, NP features (of nominative and accusative) 
were coded to understand any correlation between the NP features such as person (i.e., 
1st, 2nd or 3rd person and Singular versus Plural) or animacy feature (i.e., +animacy 
and –animacy). The features of dropped NP were retrieved from the context. 
All the coding was done by one native Korean research assistant and 
reviewed by a second person who is also a native Korean researcher (author). The 
analytical approach used in this study is mainly a chi-square analysis using a 
multinomial logistic regression model by Stata. Analysis is based on quantitative 
analysis with count of tokens and variation frequency. However, due to the 
exceptionally low frequency in some categories, a qualitative analysis is accompanied 
to investigate any possible influential factors in depth. Analysis of learner data is 
done in light of language background information to investigate any beneficial effect 
of late bilingualism, for instance EBLs versus EBLs+L2.  
Nominative NP and accusative NP (if applicable) in CI were coded based on 
the sentence types (imperative, statement, interrogative, asking and statement) 
whereas written works from KLs are all one sentence type, statement, since it is an 
essay writing. 
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For analysis, logistic regression model and multinomial logistic regression 
model were adopted using Stata analysis.  
The results will be presented from Type 2 variation followed by Type 1 
variation because Type 2 variation encompasses a wider range of possible variants. 
 
5.3. Type 2 variation 
5.3.1. Variation patterns of classroom input 
Overall, 2,322 NOM tokens are collected from the textbook and slides for nominative 
argument realisation. There are three types of argument realisation; overt NPs with 
nominative case-marker (NP-CM), nominative NPs which are totally not realised at 
S-structure (Dropped NP) and NPs realised without any case-marker (NP-Ø). Given 
the fact that nominative is a required argument for any verb in a statement sentence, 
nominative is an obligatory for a statement single clause. However, there are sentence 
types which do not require nominative NPs such as imperative or interjection (e.g. 
Read the book.; Thank you.). As a result, 191 counts of ‘Not required’ nominative NP 










Table 5.3 Overview of NOM tokens (Counts and frequency) from CI 
NOM 
Realisation 
NP-CM Dropped NP NP-Ø Total 
DV 
N 141 45 11 197 
% 71.6% 22.8% 5.6% 100% 
IV 
N 113 193 5 311 
% 36.3% 62.1% 1.6% 100% 
TV 
N 188 447 4 639 
% 29.4% 70.0% 0.6% 100% 
Copula 
N 319 295 18 632 
% 50.5% 46.7% 2.8% 100% 
EV 
N 254 32 9 295 
% 86.1% 10.8% 3.1% 100% 
Negative copula 
N 1 43 - 44 
% 2.3% 97.7% 0.0% 100% 
Negative EV 
N 12 1 - 13 
% 92.3% 7.7% 0.0% 100% 
Total 
N 1,028 1,056 47 2,131 
% 48.2% 49.6% 2.2% 100% 
 
The overall trends showed that tokens of Dropped NP (49.6%) is only a few counts 
more than tokens of NP-CM (48.2%) but it is inconsistent across verb types. In DV, 
copula, EV and Negative EV sentences, the occurrence of NP-CM is the highest 
compared to other variations whereas IV, TV (together, categorised as action verb in 
Korean) and Negative copula have Dropped NP as the most occurrence. On the other 
hand, NP-Ø shows only 47 tokens (2.2%) as the least frequent variant among all the 
tokens and it is consistent over the verb types. 
Sentences from CI can be classified into five sentence types: Asking, 
Imperative, Interjection, Interrogative and Statement. Among CI data, only statement 
sentence type is a comparable sentence type with the data from KL because KL 
produced only statement sentences in their essay type writings. To the extent that a 
sentence type is significantly influential in NOM argument realisation according to a 
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chi-square test on the NOM realisation variation between sentence types (χ2=120.53, 
df =12, p<.0001)16, the analysis is restricted to CI statement sentences. Nominative 
argument realisation in different sentence types for each verb type is shown in Table 
5.4. 
 
                                                     
16 A chi-square test is conducted only between Interrogative and statement sentence types due 
to null frequencies in other sentence types. 
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Table 5.4 CI NOM tokens of argument realisation variation for sentence types by very type  
Asking Imperative Interjection Interrogative Statement Total 
Verb type  
Dropped 
NP NP-Ø Dropped NP Dropped NP NP-CM 
Dropped 
NP NP-Ø NP-CM 
Dropped 
NP NP-Ø  
DV No - - - 1 21 4 11 120 40 - 197 
% - - - 100 58.3 11.1 30.6 75.0 25.0 - 
IV No - 4 47 - 33 37 1 80 109 - 311 
% - 100.0 100.0 - 46.5 52.1 1.4 42.3 57.7 - 
TV No 1 4 45 - 48 114 140 287 - 639 
% 20.0 80.0 100.0 - 29.6 70.4 - 32.8 67.2 - 
Copula No - - - - 139 55 18 180 240 - 632 
% - - - - 65.6 25.9 8.5 42.9 57.1 - 
EV No - - - - 99 - 8 155 32 1 295 
% - - - - 92.5 - 7.5 82.4 17.0 0.5 
Negative 
copula No - - - - - 1 - 1 42 - 44 
% - - - - - 100 - 2.3 97.7 - 
Negative EV No - - - - 1 - - 11 1 - 13 
% - - - - 100 - - 91.7 8.3 - 
Total No 1 8 92 1 341 211 38 687 751 1 2,131 




NOM tokens in statement sentences are, in total, 1,439 with NP-CM (n=687, 47.7%), 
Dropped NP (n=751, 52.2%) and NP-Ø (n=1, 0.1%). Whereas NP-CM and Dropped 
NP appeared to be balanced, it is noticeable to have only one token for NP-Ø in 
statement sentences. The sentence with NP-Ø NOM is shown below. 
 
(15) 질문  있습니다. 
     jilmun-Ø  itsupnida 
    question-Ø   exit 
    I have a question. 
 
It is a statement sentence but a spoken type. Considering EV requires only NOM as 
an argument, it thus would not be the most representative example of NP-Ø variation. 
Moreover, only one token is not valid for quantitative analysis to allow the analysis of 
NP-Ø and therefore, will exceptionally include tokens from other sentence types. As 
a result, CI data to be analysed hence forth will include all NOM NP-Ø from the 
whole CI, unlike other NOM argument realisation variants such as NP-CM and 
Dropped NP are only from CI statement sentences. With revised conditions for NOM 











Table 5.5 CI NOM token count for statement sentences in each type with argument 
realisation variation  












 DV  120 40 - - 11 11 171 
 IV  80 109 - 4 1 5 194 
 TV  140 287 - 4 - 4 431 
 Copula  180 240 - - 18 18 438 
 EV  155 32 1 - 8 9 196 
 Negative 
copula  
1 42 - - - - 43 
 Negative 
EV  
11 1 - - - - 12 
 Total  687 751 1 8 38 47 1,485 
* NP-Ø includes not only statement sentences but all NPs from whole CI 
 
From the overall result, NP-CM and Dropped NP appeared 46.3% (n=687) and 48.6% 
(n=751) of the time whereas NP-Ø showed only 3.2% (n=47) among all. However, 
frequency distribution of argument realisation varies in each verb type. For instance, 
DV and EV showed that NP-CM as the distinctively most frequent variant although 
TV showed Dropped NP as the most frequent variant. To investigate the role of verb 
type in NOM argument realisation, a chi-square test on the NOM realisation variation 
among verb types. The result shows that nominative argument realisation variation is 
significantly different between types (χ2=197.45, df = 8, p<.0001)17, meaning that 
verb type definitely plays a role in NOM argument realisation variation.  
Most of NP-Ø for NOM was found from Interrogative (n=38) or Asking (n=8) 
sentence types. Furthermore, there is a clear preference in verb types for NOM NP-Ø 
in Interrogative sentences (n=38). There are no transitive verbs but copula (n=18, 
47.4%) was found to be the most frequent verb followed by DV (n=11, 28.9%), EV 
(n=8, 21.1%). And Asking sentences had four TVs and four IVs for NOM NP-Ø. T. 
Kim (2008) also found that there is sided transitivity distribution among NP-Ø variant 
                                                     
17 For this test, Negative copula and Negative EV are excluded from the analysis due to small 
number of occurrence. 
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in the use of NOM by native Koreans. Only 24.9% of NP-Ø variant appeared in 
transitive verb clauses and the rest appeared in intransitive verb clauses (including all 
the verbs except transitive verb). The result of the current study is in line with T. Kim 
(2008) regarding low frequency of NOM NP-Ø in transitive clauses in teaching 
materials as well as native Korean usage. 
NP features were coded and analysed to understand any trends of NP features 
such as person and animacy in each variation. Realised NP features were coded as its 
features appeared and Dropped NP features were inferred from the context. NOM and 
ACC NP features of CI are shown in Table 5.6.  
 
Table 5.6 NOM (inferred) Person and animacy feature of CI statement sentences 
NOM 1st S 1st P 2nd S 3rd S 3rd P Total 
Animacy + + + - + - + 
 
NP-CM 124 3 2 318 220 3 17 687 
Dropped NP 279 9 10 268 169 - 16 751 
NP-Ø - 8 5 33 1 - - 47 
Total 403 20 17 619 390 3 33 1,485 
 
In each NP feature, NOM realisation variation shows differences, for instance, 68.1% 
of 1st person NOM NPs, including SGR and PLR (n=288) is dropped and 30% is 
explicitly marked with explicit marker (n=127). On the other hand, 3rd person NOM 
NPs show opposite trends as NP is explicitly marked with nominative case markers 
(n=558, 53.4%) and 43.3% of NOM NPs are dropped (n=453). The result implies that 
there is a difference among NP features in NOM argument realisation variation. 
Among Dropped NP tokens (n=751), 58.2% of dropped NP features infer 3rd 
person, singular (n=437) and 37.2% is 1st person, SGR (n=279). It is worth noting 
that person feature of NP-Ø NOMs differ by sentence type. NP-Ø NOMs in Asking 
sentences were all 1st plural, +animacy (n=8) whereas ones in Interrogative sentences 
115 
were 2nd person, singular (n=5) and 3rd person, singular (n=33). Only one token of 
NP-Ø in a statement sentence was 3rd singular, -animacy. 
Accusative is a required argument only for TV and 639 tokens were collected 
for accusative argument realisation from the textbook and slides for analysis. Among 
the ACC tokens from statement sentences (n=427), 87.6% of accusative realisation in 
statement sentence appeared to be NP-CM (n=374), 11% was Dropped NP (n=47) 
and 1.4% was NP-Ø (n=6). It shows that ACC in CI data is realised as NP-CM for the 
most frequent variant.  
 









N 5 - - 5 
% 100 - - 100 
Imperative 
N 14 22 9 45 
% 31.1 48.9 20.0 100 
Interrogative 
N 130 7 25 162 
% 80.2 4.3 15.4 100 
Statement 
N 374 47 6 427 
% 87.6 11.0 1.4 100 
Total 
N 523 76 40 639 
% 81.8 11.9 6.3 100 
 
As discussed earlier, to investigate any role of CI in KL’s performance, ACC 
argument realisation in statement sentences will be compared with KL data hence 
forth. In feature analysis of CI ACC in each argument realisation type only from 
statement sentences is shown in Table 5.8. 
Table 5.8 ACC (inferred) Person and animacy feature of CI statement sentences 
ACC 2nd S 3rd S 
Animacy + - + 
NP-CM - 353 21 
Dropped NP 1 45 1 
NP-Ø - 6 - 
Total 1 404 22 
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There is a big imbalance in ACC NP feature distribution as 3rd person singular is the 
most frequent and only one 2nd person singular in the cases. In addition, there was no 
1st person ACC in CI data at all. To this extent, I can assume that KLs would receive 
a strong cue of NP ACC feature as 3rd person singular from CI. 
 The cross-distribution between NOM and ACC realisation is investigated 
further to each argument analysis to understand the role of structure familiarity and 
transitivity in patterns. 
 
Table 5.9 CI cross-distribution of NOM variation and ACC variation in argument 
realisation for statement sentence type  










NP-CM 547 133 7 - 140 
Dropped NP 464 241 40 6 287 
NP-Ø 43 4 - - 4 
Total 1,054 378 47 6 431 
 
It shows a significant difference (χ2=5.74, df=2, p=0.016) in ACC argument 
realisation between NOM NP-CM and Dropped NP as well as in NOM argument 
realisation between ACC NP-CM and Dropped NP18.  
There is a difference in frequency of each variants of NOM argument 
realisation between ACC-required clauses (TV clauses) and ACC not-required 
clauses (non-TV clauses). In TV clauses, NOM is dropped more frequently (66.58%, 
n=287) than realised (32.48%, n=140). However, in non-TV clauses, NOM argument 
was realised for 51.9% (n=547) of the time but it dropped less as 44.02% (n=464) of 
the time. 
                                                     
18 NP-Ø was excluded due to zero count. 
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In TV clauses, NOM and ACC showed cross-effect in variation. ACC NP is 
realised in S-structure only 19.3% (n=133) of the time when NOM NP also appeared 
whereas ACC is realised more (32.1%, n=241) when NOM is dropped. It shows that 
ACC argument realisation is affected by the existence of NOM NP. 
 
5.3.2. Variation patterns of L3 Korean learners 
From the writings of KL, 3,077 tokens were originally collected for nominative and 
1,614 tokens for accusative but tokens from ill-formed sentences were eliminated and 
2,963 tokens for nominative and 1,573 tokens for accusative were used for analysis. 
Among 2,963 nominative tokens, 2,354 tokens were produced by EBLs (n=95) and 
609 are produced by EBLs+L2 (n=24). The average counts of NOM tokens produced 
by EBL was 24.78 and EBL+L2 was 25.38. For 1,573 accusative tokens, 1,253 
tokens from EBLs (n=95) with an average of 13.19 tokens for each person and 320 
tokens from EBLs+L2 (n=24) with an average of 13.33 tokens. The number of tokens 
that each participant produced showed no difference between EBLs and EBLs+L2. 
Type 2 variation patterns of KLs on NOM and ACC argument realisation are 





Table 5.10 KL (EBLs and EBLs+L2) NOM tokens of argument realisation variation by type 
NOM   All KL  EBLs   EBLs+L2  
Verb   NP-CM Dropped NP NP-Ø Total NP-CM 
Dropped 
NP NP-Ø Total NP-CM 
Dropped 
NP NP-Ø Total 
DV 
No 526 226 29 781 407 174 28 609 119 52 1 172 
% 67.3% 28.9% 3.7% 100% 66.8% 28.6% 4.6% 100% 69.2% 30.2% 0.6% 100% 
IV 
No 138 178 24 340 104 149 21 274 34 29 3 66 
% 40.6% 52.4% 7.1% 100% 38.0% 54.4% 7.7% 100% 51.5% 43.9% 4.5% 100% 
TV 
No 550 959 64 1,573 453 744 56 1,253 97 215 8 320 
% 35.0% 61.0% 4.1% 100% 36.2% 59.4% 4.5% 100% 30.3% 67.2% 2.5% 100% 
Copula 
No 85 11 7 103 63 11 4 78 22 - 3 25 
% 82.5% 10.7% 6.8% 100% 80.8% 14.1% 5.1% 100% 88.0% - 12.0% 100% 
EV 
No 111 4 24 139 92 4 19 115 19 - 5 24 
% 79.9% 2.9% 17.3% 100% 80.0% 3.5% 16.5% 100% 79.2% - 20.8% 100% 
Negative 
Copula 
No 1 - 1 2 1 - 1 2 - - - - 
% 50.0% - 50.0% 100% 50.0% - 50.0% 100% - - - - 
Negative EV 
No 23 2 - 25 21 2 - 23 2 - - 2 
% 92.0% 8.0%  - 100% 91.3% 8.7% -  100% 100.0% - - 100% 
Total 
No 1,434 1,380 149 2,963 1,141 1,084 129 2,354 293 296 20 609 
 % 48.4% 46.6% 5.0% 100% 48.5% 46.0% 5.5% 100% 48.1% 48.6% 3.3% 100% 
* NP-CM includes NPs with correctly realised case-marker as well as incorrectly realised case-marker. 
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Overall, the count of tokens for NP-CM was 1,434 (48.4%), for Dropped NP 1,380 
(46.6%) and for NP-Ø 149 (5%). For both EBLs and EBLs+L2 groups, NP-CM was 
realised for most of the cases, followed by Dropped NP and NP-Ø. Comparison of the 
results with CI patterns showed that Dropped NP (48.6%) was more frequent than 
NP-CM (46.3%) whereas KL showed the opposite frequency patterns between NP-
CM and Dropped NP. Further, NOM variation from each verb type was found to be 
different. Variation difference between verb types will be discussed in 5.3.4. 
 
Table 5.11 KL (EBLs and EBLs+L2) ACC tokens of argument realisation variation 
in TV 
ACC  NP-CM Dropped NP NP-Ø Total 
All KL 
No 1,305 192 76 1,573 
%  83% 12.2% 4.8% 100% 
EBLs 
No 1,024 159 70 1,253 
%  81.7 12.7 5.6 100 
EBLs+L2 
No 281 33 6 320 
%  87.8 10.3 1.9 100 
* NP-CM includes NPs with correctly realised case-marker as well as incorrectly 
realised case-marker. 
 
On the other hand, 83% of ACC argument realisation was NP-CM and 12.2% was 
Dropped NP. NP-Ø was the least frequent variant with 4.8% of the times. The 
findings are consistent with variation patterns of CI (87.6% for NP-CM, 11.9% for 






5.3.3. The role of a formal L2 learning experience 
The role of a formal L2 learning experience is investigated by comparing variation 
patterns of EBLs and EBLs+L2 with CI. For greater convenience, the frequency of 
NOM argument realisation distribution of CI and KL in each verb type is shown 
below. 
Figure 5.1 Frequency (%) of NOM argument realisation distribution in CI, EBLs and 
EBLs+L2 
 
* indicated that the source where found a significant difference in comparison with CI 
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A Stata multinomial logistic regression analysis showed that the relative log odds of 
choosing Dropped NP over NP-CM for NOM will decrease in EBLs significantly 
(p=0.038) in comparison with CI whereas there is no significant difference between 
EBLs+L2 and CI. However, there was a significant relative log odds of choosing NP-
Ø for both EBLs and EBLs+L2 compared with CI. In other words, EBLs+L2 are 
significantly patterned with CI data in dropping NOM NPs whereas EBLs are not. It 
proves that EBLs+L2 are more sensitive to CI variation patterns of NOM realisation 
so that they can (unconsciously) realise NOM argument in a similar pattern to CI 
variation. Considering the findings from Studies 1 and 2, EBLs+L2 are found to be 
sensitive to structural information of new linguistic input which resulted in more 
successful acquisition of the L3 case-marking system at the initial stage. NOM 
variation patterns in argument realisation of EBLs and EBLs+L2 analysis in the 
current study supports the previous two studies regarding enhanced sensitivity of 
EBLs+L2 to linguistic information and, further variation patterns. The major reason 
suggested from Studies 1 and 2 on the result of EBLs+L2 outperforming EBLs was 
enhanced sensitivity to new linguistic input of EBLs+L2 in L3 learning. I argued that 
this advantage is achieved from L2 learning experiences in line with Cenoz (2003) 
and Jaensch (2009). In addition to benefits of EBLs+L2 in the acquisition of 
structural aspects of L3, Study 3 supports the hypothesis that EBLs+L2 are 
advantageous in the acquisition of sociolinguistic competence due to enhanced 
sensitivity to Type 2 variation of inputs from the classroom. As a result, EBLs+L2 
patterned with CI in NOM variation patterns of argument realisation. 
In addition to overall patterns of EBLs and EBLs+L2 in comparison with CI, 
NOM variation patterns of argument realisation by verb type should be investigated. 
A chi-square test found that there is a statistical difference between CI and KL in TV, 
Copula and EV in NOM argument realisation frequency. Taking a close look at the 
difference, EBLs are responsible for a significant difference between CI and KL 
where they had a significant difference. In DV, although there is no significant 
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difference found between CI and KL, EBLs+L2 showed a significant difference in 
NOM variation patterns in comparison with CI. The detailed discussion of verb types 
will be continued in 5.3.4 to find out the role of structural familiarity. 
Variation patterns in ACC argument realisation were also investigated. 
Frequency of ACC argument realisation in CI and KL is shown in Table 5.12. 
 
Table 5.12 Frequency (%) of ACC argument realisation distribution in CI, All KL, 
EBLs and EBLs+L2 
 
ACC Source NP-CM Dropped NP NP-Ø Total 
TV CI 87.6 11.0 1.4 100 
All KL* 83.0 12.2 4.8 100 
 EBLs* 81.7 12.7 5.6 100 
 EBLs+L2 87.8 10.3 1.9 100 
* indicated that the source where found a significant difference in comparison with CI 
NOM variation frequency. 
 
In a Stata multinomial logistic regression analysis, the relative log odds of choosing 
Dropped NP over NP-CM for ACC is not significantly changed for EBLs and 
EBLs+L2 in comparison with CI. However, the relative log odds of choosing NP-Ø 
over NP-CM for ACC will increase in EBLs significantly (p=0.001) in comparison 
with CI. This result shows that EBLs+L2 are patterned with CI in ACC argument 
realisation variation in Dropped NP and NP-Ø whereas EBLs are limited to Dropped 
NP in the acquisition of variation patterns of ACC.  
In sum, it clearly shows EBLs+L2 are influenced greatly by CI in variation 
patterns of arguments realisation compared to EBLs due to enhanced metalinguistic 
awareness which allows EBLs+L2 to be more sensitive to variation patterns of L3 
Korean, a new language. The results support that EBLs+L2 would be more successful 
in the acquisition of sociolinguistic variation of L3. 
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5.3.3.1. Typological proximity  
Since L2 Japanese is typologically close to L3 Korean regarding available variants of 
argument realisation, the role of typological proximity in the acquisition of variation 
patterns of argument realisation was investigated by examining EBLs+L2 in two sub-
groups: EBLs+Jap who studied Japanese as L2 and EBLs+non Jap who studied other 
L2s. 
 
Figure 5.2 Tokens and Frequency (%) of NOM and ACC argument realisation 
distribution by CI, EBLs, EBLs+Jap and EBLs+non Jap 
 
 
In NOM, CI showed 46.3%, 50.6% and 3.2% for variation patterns for NP-CM, 
Dropped NP and NP-Ø and EBLs+non Jap showed that the relative log odds of 
choosing Dropped NP over NP-CM will increase significantly (p=0.009) but no 
significant change for NP-Ø. However, there was no significant difference in the log 
odds move for EBLs+Jap for Dropped NP and NP-Ø. The results demonstrate that 
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Jap. Recalling the findings from Study 1, there was no significant beneficial effect of 
L2 Jap in the GJT although there was a positive correlation. However, the results 
from the acquisition of variation patterns showed that L2 Japanese is significantly 
beneficial in recognising patterns from CI, and EBLs+Jap thus patterned accordingly. 
However, there was no significant difference in comparison with CI Type 2 variation 
patterns for EBLs+Jap and EBLs+non Jap. Further investigation by verb type was not 
possible due to small token counts. 
 L2 Japanese experience is significantly advantageous in the acquisition of 
variation patterns of argument realisation in L3, especially in NOM. Adding to L2 
effect in the L3 acquisition of variation patterns, this implies that the role of 
typological proximity is greater compared to a general L2 language experience with 
typologically distant languages in the acquisition of Type 2 variation of L3 Korean. 
 
5.3.4. The role of structural familiarity 
The findings from Studies 1 and 2 supported the notion that EBLs and EBLs+L2 
display different degrees of sensitivity to argument structures, especially to unfamiliar 
structures. For instance, TVB in Studies 1 and 2 was the structure with a transitive 
verb but one of two required arguments (NOM and ACC) was dropped in S-structure. 
Learners, in general, scored lower in TVB compared to other structures in GJT due to 
unfamiliarity of TVB; in particular, EBLs scored significantly lower in TVB 
compared to EBLs+L2 due to the absence of L2 learning experiences. In line with 
previous discussion, I predict that the different degree of sensitivity to variation 
patterns of argument realisation by verb types would be found from the written works 
between EBLs and EBLs+L2. 
First of all, variation patterns of NOM argument realisation by KL differed 
by verb type as a chi-square test on NOM variation patterns between verb types 
showed a significant difference (χ2=433.98, df =8, p<.0001). NOM variation patterns 
in KL shows in Figure 5.3. 
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Figure 5.3 Frequency (%) of NOM argument realisation distribution by KL in verb 




NOM variation patterns in copula and EV differ significantly from other types of 
verbs as 80% of NOM NPs were realised in NP-CM variant. And DV and TV showed 
a flipped pattern between NP-CM and Dropped NP. Further tests between EBLs and 
EBLs+L2 in each verb type were conducted in DV, IV and TV19 to see the role of 
verb type in variation patterns of NOM argument realisation. Comparison between 






                                                     
19 Copula, EV, Negative copula and Negative EV were excluded due to invalid number of 
tokens in more than 20% of the test items. A chi-square test requires at least 80% of the cells 
must have an expected frequency of 5 or greater, and no cell may have an expected frequency 

















Figure 5.4 Frequency (%) of NOM argument realisation distribution by EBLs and 
EBLs+L2 in DV, IV and TV 
 
Variation patterns of NOM argument realisation was found to have no significant 
difference between EBLs and EBLs+L2 in IV (χ2=4.25, p=0.1194) but there was a 
significant difference in TV (χ2=6.06, p=0.0483) and DV (χ2=7.47, p=0.0239). What 
especially motivated two groups to perform differently in TV and DV? Would the 
difference come from the degree of sensitivity to the structural familiarity? To 
investigate the role of structural familiarity in CI influence on the acquisition of L3 
Type2 variation, the results of a chi-square test between CI and KL (All KL, EBLs 
and EBLs+L2) by verb type are shown one more time in Table 5.1320. Categories 
with a small frequency lower than 5 are excluded for a chi-square test. 
Table 5.13 Result of a chi-square test of NOM realisation variation between CI vs 
EBLs and CI vs EBLs+L2 by verb type 
Verb type CI vs All KLs CI vs EBLs CI vs EBLs+L2 
DV χ2=4.18 χ2=2.43 χ2=9.9 * 
IV χ2=4.92 χ2=5.67 χ2=3.2 
TV χ2=12.16 * χ2=15.24 ** χ2=3.12 
Copula χ2=65.5 ** χ2=44.83 ** - 
EV χ2=26.96 ** χ2=21.8 ** - 
∗p < .05 
∗∗p < .001 
                                                     
20 It was discussed earlier in 5.3.3 but it is necessary to reiterate the results here to understand 


















From the results, EBLs+L2 showed a significant difference in variation patterns of 
NOM argument realisation in comparison with CI only in DV, whereas EBLs were 
significantly different from CI in TV as well as Copula and EV.  
DV clause is a unique structure in L3 Korean (semantic matching and 
syntactic matching to existing linguistic frame differ in L1or L2 categories even L2 
Japanese, see 2.4.1 for linguistic information) and it would become a challenge for 
KLs in L3 Korean learning. In fact, all CI NP-Ø tokens in DV (n=11) are from 
Interrogative sentence type whereas only one token in NP-Ø in DV by EBLs+L2 is 
from Statement sentence. This actually suggests that EBLs+L2 are able to distinguish 
sentence types in variation patterns of NOM argument realisation, which can be 
interpreted to mean that EBLs+L2 are also sensitive to sentence types unlike EBLs so 
that EBLs+L2 perceived NOM NP-Ø as a rarely realised variant in statement 
sentences from CI.21 In general, EBLs+L2 showed less NP-Ø frequency compared to 
EBLs among NOM variation (3.3% versus 5.5%). By excluding other types of 
sentences in CI, only 0.1% of NP-Ø among all NOM argument realisation variants 
was shown from statement sentences. This is close to the frequency of NP-Ø by 
EBLs+L2 as 0.6%. Furthermore, comparison of realisation patterns without NP-Ø of 
NOM argument realisation between EBLs and EBLs+L2 in DV showed no statistical 
difference. Regarding the level of the structure familiarity, it applies equally to all 
KLs but enhanced metalinguistic awareness of EBLs+L2 would allow them to react 
to sentence types in recognition of variation patterns from CI compared to EBLs. 
Other than DV, EBLs+L2 patterned with CI in all other verbs. 
On the other hand, EBLs showed a significant departure from CI in NOM 
variation patterns in TV clauses as shown to be NP-CM is 36.2%, Dropped NP is 
59.4% and NP-Ø is 4.5%. TV requires two arguments (NOM and ACC) which could 
have nine different superficial argument structure combinations as NOM can be 
realised in three different variants (NOM-CM, Dropped NOM and NOM-Ø) by ACC 
                                                     
21 CI statement sentences had only one NP-Ø (See Table 5.5). 
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realised in three different variants (ACC-CM, Dropped ACC and ACC-Ø). KLs can 
produce a TV sentence in any of those nine variation patterns, which demands KLs to 
realise two arguments in a pattern. KLs need to identify two arguments (regardless of 
whether they are realised or unrealised) for Case assignment and it requires a more 
complex mechanism for writers. To this extent, EBLs+L2 who are more experienced 
with processing new linguistic input could outperform EBLs relying on procedural 
knowledge that was attained from formal language learning. TV, in addition, allows 
more options in argument realisation patterns with two required arguments in a 
sentence which leads KLs to go through a more demanding decision-making 
procedure. One who is trained in this decision-making procedure based on 
sociolinguistic competence like EBLs+L2 would find it easier to produce TV 
sentences. 
In addition to TV, EBLs showed inconsistent patterns with CI in Copula 
(χ2=44.83, df=2, p<.0001) and EV (χ2=21.8, df=2,p<.0001). In Copula, Dropped NP 
is the most frequent (54.8%) in CI whereas NP-CM is the most frequent (82.5%) and 
it is consistent for EBLs (80.8%) and EBLs+L2 (88%). Copula is classified as a verb 
in Korean but the use of it is restricted to defining or specifying nouns, unlike in 
English. In English, Copula has various functions such as to define nouns, display 
existence as well as complete a predicate with an adjective, which makes the Korean 
copula unfamiliar to learners.  
Among EV sentences, a significant difference between EBLs and CI mainly 
came from Dropped NP and NP- Ø. Unlike CI patterns, EBLs showed a flipped 
frequency in Dropped NP (16.3% versus 3.5%) and NP- Ø (4.6% versus 16.5%). 
However, the small sample size (32 and 9 from CI, 4 and 19 from EBLs) perhaps 
could be responsible for this and this needs to be retested with more data in the future. 
In addition, it seems to have a significant difference in Negative copula but KL 
produced only two tokens (one for NP-CM and the other for NP-Ø) for this verb type, 
not enough to have a sufficient statistical power.  
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The role of structure familiarity in ACC variation patterns shows according to 
NOM variation since ACC is required only in TV clauses. Cross distribution of NOM 
and ACC variation by KL is shown in Table 5.14.  
 
Table 5.14 Cross-distribution of NOM variation and ACC variation in argument 
realisation by KLs 
                  ACC  








All 1,390 1,305 192 76 1,573 
NP-CM 884 457 65 28 550 
Dropped NP 421 801 115 43 959 
NP-Ø 85 47 12 5 64 
EBLs 1,101 1,024 159 70 1,253 
NP-CM 688 370 57 26 453 
Dropped NP 340 614 91 39 744 
NP-Ø 73 40 11 5 56 
EBLs+L2 289 281 33 6 320 
NP-CM 196 87 8 2 97 
Dropped NP 81 187 24 4 215 
NP-Ø 12 7 1 0 8 
 
It shows no significant difference (χ2=0.29, df=2, p=0.865) in ACC argument 
realisation between NOM NP-CM and Dropped NP as well as in NOM argument 
realisation between ACC NP-CM and Dropped NP (χ2=3.1, df=2, p=0.2122). 
However, there is a difference in frequency between TV clauses and non-TV clauses 
in NOM. In TV clauses, NOM is dropped more frequently (60.9%, n=959) whereas 
NOM is realised more frequently in non-TV clauses (63.6%, n=884). And this trend 
is consistent for EBLs and EBLs+L2.  
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According to T. Kim (2008), native speakers realised NOM NP as NP-CM 
variant only with 29% and even lower as 20% in TV clauses and 35% for non-TV 
clauses. Considering it was spoken data, the frequency in NP-CM from written works 
would probably be higher. However, NOM variation patterns by KL showed that KLs 
over-realised NOM NPs compared with native speakers in general but KLs over-
realised NOM NPs more in non-TV clauses. 
In TV clauses of KL, NOM and ACC showed no cross-effect in variation. 
ACC NP is realised in S-structure for 83.1% (n=457) of the time when NOM NP is 
also present and ACC is realised more (83.5%, n=801) when NOM is dropped. This 
result is different from the findings from CI data as there is no difference here. In 
general, cross-distribution between NOM and ACC by KLs is patterned with CI. It is 
a more complicated and demanding aspect of sociolinguistic competence to acquire 
by KLs. 
To summarise the role of structural familiarity, I argue that enhanced 
metalinguistic awareness of EBLs+L2 allowed them to acquire variation patterns of 
CI argument realisation to reflect it in the written works. In particular, the difference 
in reaction to CI between EBLs and EBLs+L2 showed clearly in more complex and 
unfamiliar structures such as DV, TV, Copula and EV. This result is consistent with 
the findings from Studies 1 and 2 that EBLs+L2 outperformed in unfamiliar 
structures such as TVB and DVA due to enhanced metalinguistic awareness.  
 
5.3.5. The role of home language in Type 2 variation 
Although all KLs in the current study are early bilinguals, they have a primary home 
language(s) and it is worth investigating any role of home language in the acquisition 
of L3 sociolinguistic variation. Count of NOM tokens of KLs in each variant 
according to home language is shown below.22 
                                                     
22 Although the data of Indonesian/Malay home language group is displayed, it will not be 
discussed due to insufficient token counts to compare. 
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Table 5.15 Count of tokens of NOM realisation variation between home languages 
Home language NP-CM Dropped NP NP-Ø 
Indonesian/Malay 82 77 2 
Chinese 692 586 64 
English 513 560 69 
English & Chinese 147 157 14 
Number of Home 
language 
NP-CM Dropped NP NP-Ø 
Single home language 1,287 1,223 135 
Two home languages 147 157 14 
 
The relative log odds of choosing Dropped NP over NP-CM for NOM decreases 
significantly (p=0.001) only for Chinese home language group in comparison with CI. 
Given the fact that Chinese licenses null subject whereas English does not, there 
could be a preference between NP-CM and Dropped NP according to their home 
language. However, as it is shown in Table 5.15, Chinese-home language group 
realised NP-CM (n=692, 50.6%) more than Dropped NP (n=586, 47.8%) whereas CI 
showed dropped NP (50.6%) more than NP-CM (46.3%). In fact, English home 
language group (44.9% for NP-CM and 49.0% for Dropped NP) and English & 
Chinese home language group (46.2% for NP-CM and 49.4% for Dropped NP) are 
more closely patterned with CI frequency distribution in NOM argument realisation. 
This would imply that there is no typological proximity effect such as the PRO-drop 
feature of Chinese which would accommodate the acquisition of NP drop feature of 
Korean argument realisation pattern. In fact, the home language use in Singapore, 
where the study was conducted, reflects the socioeconomic status (Zhao & Liu, 2007). 
They found that there is a strong positive connection between the housing types and 
home language (family speaking language) such as 36.7% of English speaking 
families were living in the most expensive private or commercial properties whereas 
there is in a sharp contrast with 6.2% of Chinese speaking families. 
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Moreover, Zhao & Liu (2007) found that two other factors from 
socioeconomic status and home language showed a clear correlation: the educational 
level and occupation of parents. More parents from English speaking families 
obtained tertiary education compare to parents from Chinese speaking families. For 
occupation, the higher range of occupation types is associated with more use of 
English at home and vice versa. This explains, thus that English home language group 
would be exposed to more educational chances in relation to developing cognitive 
skills with the financial support and educational and occupational background of the 
family. As a result, this would lead the English home language group to be rather 
sensitive to variation patterns of NOM realisation from CI. 
The number of home languages would be another influential factor in Type 2 
variation patterns due to active language modular systems which is responsible for 
full bilingualism that is more beneficial in cognitive ability (Bialystok, 1988). For 
instance, BI/Malay, Chinese and English home language groups use primarily one 
home language whereas the English and Chinese group uses two primary languages 
at home.  
The relative log odds of choosing Dropped NP or NP-Ø for the single home 
language group showed that it changes significantly (p=0.034 and p=0.015) compared 
to CI whereas the two home language group is not significantly different from CI 
patterns. This shows that the two home language group is more similar to NOM 
variation patterns of CI and acquire it rather successfully. As proved by earlier studies 
(Bialystok, 1988 a.o.), the correlation between level of bilingualism and linguistic 
awareness is decisive in determining the effect it will have on development. The two 
home language group would be considered balanced bilinguals compared to single 
home language bilinguals based on the frequency of use of two languages 
simultaneously. As a result, the two home language group is more developed in 
linguistic awareness to be patterned with CI in variation of argument realisation. 
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Contrary to NOM patterns, the log odds from a multinomial logistic 
regression analysis for Type2 ACC variation between CI and each home language 
group (Malay/BI, Chinese, English, Chinese or Tamil/English) shows no significant 
difference in choosing Dropped NP over NP-CM. However, Chinese, English and 
English & Chinese home language groups showed that the log odds were 
significantly changed in choosing from NP-CM to NP-Ø. 
 
Table 5.16 Count of tokens of ACC realisation variation between home languages 
Home language NP-CM Dropped NP NP-Ø 
BI/Malay 67 5 2 
Chinese 578 83 31 
English 495 86 31 
English & Chinese 165 18 12 
Number of Home 
language 
NP-CM Dropped NP NP-Ø 
Single home language 1,140 174 64 
Two home languages 165 18 12 
 
In addition, there is no difference between single home language group and two home 
language group in comparison with CI.  
In conclusion, on the role of home language in NOM variation patterns, home 
language as a primary language of KLs was significantly influential in L3 acquisition 
of Type 2 sociolinguistic variation but it was not due to typological similarity 
between home language and L3 Korean. Rather, the number of home languages 
account for this difference between home language groups. When two languages are 
simultaneously used at home, learners should activate two languages at the same time, 
which is cognitively more demanding. As a result, the two home language group 
benefits  in capturing variation patterns of NOM argument realisation of CI. However, 
the results of ACC variation patterns suggest that the acquisition of ACC variation 
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patterns is less influenced by home language compared to NOM. To sum up, home 
language itself is not significantly influential, but instead, it is more influenced by the 
number of languages activated in everyday life. Mougeon et al. (2010) also argued 
that home language effect is rather minor compared with other influential factors.  
 
5.3.6. NP feature competition in Type 2 variation 
As for NP features of NOM and ACC of KLs, person, plurality and animacy feature 
of NPs are analysed. 
Table 5.17 Overview of NOM (inferred) Person and animacy feature by KL 
 
NOM 1st S 1st P 3rd S 3rd P 
Total 
Animacy + + - + - + 
All 1,034 606 673 451 5 194 2,963 
NP-CM 353 139 495 301 4 142 1,434 
Dropped NP 668 401 138 134 1 38 1,380 
NP-Ø 13 66 40 16 - 14 149 
EBLs 823 486 537 355 3 150 2,354 
NP-CM 294 110 388 233 3 113 1,141 
Dropped NP 517 321 111 108 - 27 1,084 
NP-Ø 12 55 38 14 - 10 129 
EBLs+L2 211 120 136 96 2 44 609 
NP-CM 59 29 107 68 1 29 293 
Dropped NP 151 80 27 26 1 11 296 
NP-Ø 1 11 2 2 - 4 20 
 
Considering the type of writing task (i.e. planning a party) given to KLs, it is not 
surprising to find that first person singular is the most frequent feature in NOM NPs. 
In each NP feature, NOM argument variation differs in distribution. Consistently,  
first person singular, +animacy NOM NP (that is ‘I’) is dropped for 64.6% (n=668) of 
the time as well as 1st person plural (n=401), +animacy is dropped dominantly 
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(66.2%). However, 3rd person NOM NPs tend to appear in S-structure as NP-CM for 
71.2% (n=942) of the time regardless of singular/plural distinction or animacy.  
The role of a formal L2 learning experience in each NP person feature 
distribution was investigated by comparing between EBLs and EBLs+L2 in NP 
feature distribution of 1st person and 3rd person NOM NPs. However, it showed that 
there is no significant difference in NOM variation among 1st person NOM NPs 
(χ2=4.18, df=2, p=0.1237) as well as 3rd NOM NPs (χ2=4.2, df=2, p=0.1225).  
NP features of ACC realisation variants by EBLs and EBLs+L2 are shown in 
Table 5.18. 
  
Table 5.18 Overview of ACC (inferred) Person and animacy feature by KL 
ACC 1st S 1st P 3rd S 3rd P 
Total 
Animacy + + - + - + 
All 13 3 1,300 26 59 172 1,573 
NP-CM 11 1 1,079 15 54 145 1,305 
Dropped NP 2 2 158 9 4 17 192 
NP-Ø - - 63 2 1 10 76 
EBLs 12 3 1,035 16 52 135 1,253 
NP-CM 10 1 847 7 47 112 1,024 
Dropped NP 2 2 129 8 4 14 159 
NP-Ø - - 59 1 1 9 70 
EBLs+L2 1 - 265 10 7 37 320 
NP-CM 1 - 232 8 7 33 281 
Dropped NP - - 29 1 - 3 33 
NP-Ø - - 4 1 - 1 6 
 
ACC NP feature showed an extreme tendency as 1st person (n=16, 1%) versus 3rd 
person (n=1,557, 99%). Even among NPs of 3rd person feature, animacy also showed 
a one-sided pattern of –animacy (n=1,359, 87.3%) and +animacy (n=198, 12.7%). A 
chi-square test on the ACC realisation patterns among 3rd person ACC NPs between 
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EBLs and EBLs+L2 showed a significant difference (χ2=9.47, df=2, p=0.0088). A 
test in 1st person was unable to be conducted due to invalid sample size.  
 
Figure 5.5 Frequency (%) of NOM and ACC person feature in variation of CI, EBLs 
and EBLs+L2 (with token counts) 
 
Patterns of CI, EBLs and EBLs+L2 in NOM and ACC Type 2 variation by person 
feature propose that person feature is influential in Type 2 variation. First of all, there 
is a difference between KL and CI in NOM variation patterns in the appearance of 2nd 
person feature. There was at least 1.1% (n=17) of 2nd person NOM NPs in CI, but   no 
2nd person NOM NPs from KLs. In line with that, KLs produced 1st person ACC NPs 
(n=16) in their written works although there was no 1st person ACC NPs from CI. 
Apart from 2nd person NOM and 1st person ACC, a chi-square test between CI and 
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EBLs+L2 showed no statistical difference (χ2=2.95, df= 2, p=0.2288) with CI 
variation whereas EBLs were significantly different from CI (χ2=8.58, df=2, 
p=0.0137). The trends were found from 3rd person ACC as EBLs+L2 were patterned 
with CI (χ2=0.29, df=2, p=0.865) and EBLs were statistically different from CI 
(χ2=14.64, df=2, p=0.0007) in variation patterns. However, both EBLs (χ2=94.21, 
df=2, p<.0001) and EBLs+L2 (χ2=38.22, df=2, p<.0001) showed a significant 
difference in variation patterns of 3rd person NOM in comparison with CI. A 
significant difference is from the overuse of NP-CM by KL in comparison with CI, 
especially in 3rd person NOM NPs. The overuse of NP-CM is mainly from Copula 
(n=85) and Negative copula (n=1)23 clauses. Previous works reported L2 learners 
over-realise morphosyntactic features in S-structure compared to native speakers of 
the language if the feature is not obligatory (Li, 2010). In fact, classroom input is 
responsible for that as textbook and teacher speech use the optional feature more than 
native speakers. Especially when the morphosyntactic feature is marking formality, 
classroom speech and materials shows higher frequency in the use of the feature 
compared to native speakers (Mougeon et al, 2010). The overuse of NP-CM in the 
study by EBLs suggests incomplete mastery of sociolinguistic variation compared to 
EBLs+L2 although a significant difference was found between EBLs+L2 and CI in 








                                                     
23 Negative copula clause should not be taken as crucial evidence due to the small size but it is 
listed since it is still included in the table. 
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Figure 5.6 Frequency (%) of NOM and ACC animacy feature in variation of CI, 
EBLs and EBLs+L2 (with token counts) 
 
Type 2 variation of CI NOM differs between +animacy and –animacy and the 
difference was reflected in Type 2 variation patterns of KL. On the other hand, Type 
2 variation patterns in ACC from CI were found to be less influenced by animacy 
feature.  
 
5.4. Type 1 variation 
5.4.1. The role of a formal L2 learning experience in Type 1 variation 
Type 1 variation, grammatical case-marking among NP-CM variant of EBLs and 
EBLs+L2 is investigated to understand any advantages of L2 learning experiences 
prior to target language in the acquisition of obligatory variant. Count of NOM tokens 
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Table 5.19 Overview of Type 1 variation in NOM and ACC (Counts and frequency) 
for each verb type by EBLs and EBLs+L2 
 
Overall, accusative was found to be more challenging for KLs compared to 
nominative in grammatical marking of NPs (90.9% for NOM versus 82.8% for ACC). 
The role of a formal L2 learning experience in production was evident in the 
frequency of NP-correct CM for NOM NPs; EBLs scored 90.4% whereas EBLs+L2 
scored 92.5%. The frequency in NP-correct CM for ACC also showed evidence of the 
benefit of L2 learning: EBLs scored 81.7% while EBLs+L2 scored 86.8%. A Stata 
multinomial logistic regression analysis found that an L2 experience was a significant 
factor (p=.027854) in Type 1 variation of all of NOM and ACC together. However, 
the results differ for each NOM and ACC as L2 experience was a significant factor 
only in ACC (p=0.046) but not in NOM Type1 variation (p=0.280).  
NOM   
NOM ACC 
Total DV IV TV Copula EV Neg. Copula
Neg. 
EV Total 
All  1,434 526 138 550 85 111 1 23 1,305 
 NP- 
correct CM  
N 1,303 466 118 533 74 90 1 21 1,081 
% 90.9 88.6 85.5 96.9 87.1 81.1 100 91.3 82.8 
 NP- 
incorrect CM 
N 131 60 20 17 11 21 - 2 224 
% 9.1 11.4 14.5 3.1 12.9 18.9 - 8.7 17.2 
 EBLs   1,141 407 104 453 63 92 1 21 1,024 
 NP- 
correct CM  
N 1,032 359 87 436 54 75 1 20 837 
% 90.4 88.2 83.7 96.2 85.7 81.5 100 95.2 81.7 
 NP- 
incorrect CM 
N 109 48 17 17 9 17 - 1 187 
% 9.6 11.8 16.3 3.8 14.3 18.5 - 4.8 18.3 
 EBLs+L2   293 119 34 97 22 19 - 2 281 
 NP- 
correct CM  
N 271 107 31 97 20 15 - 1 244 
% 92.5 89.9 91.2 100 90.9 78.9 - 50.0 86.8 
 NP- 
incorrect CM 
N 22 12 3 - 2 4 - 1 37 
% 7.5 10.1 8.8 - 9.1 21.1 - 50.0 13.2 
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The results suggest that EBLs+L2 are advantageous in the acquisition of 
ACC Type 1 variation while not statistically beneficial in NOM Type 1 variation. 
Considering KLs performed better in NOM compared to ACC in general, this is 
another evidence of different degree of structural familiarity. As discussed of TV 
earlier in Type 2 variation, TV is the only type that requires accusative NP whereas 
nominative is obligatory for all the sentences. To this extent, ACC requires rather 
enhanced skill to assign Case accordingly in recognising transitivity of the verb. 
EBLs+L2, with L2 experience, recognise this construction at an earlier stage of L3 
compared to EBLs. Advantages of EBLs+L2 in the acquisition of ACC Type 1 
variation thus are due to such an ability of EBLs+L2. The results, indeed, are in line 
with the findings from Studies 1 and 2 that consistently suggest the beneficial effect 
of EBLs+L2 is rather distinctive in more complex structures. Further, the distribution 
in Type 1 variation differs by verb types. The role of each type in Type 1 variation 
will be discussed in 5.4.2. 
 
5.4.1.1. Typological proximity 
To further examine the general effect of late bilingualism, the role of typological 











Figure 5.7 Type 1 variation in NOM and ACC (Counts and Frequency) by EBLs, 
EBLs+Jap and EBLs+non Jap  
 
In nominative, EBLs+Jap (96.6%) marked NP correctly more frequently than EBLs 
(90.44%) and EBLs+non Jap (88.3%). Interestingly, however, although EBLs+L2 
(including both EBLs+Jap and EBLs+non Jap) showed higher frequency of NP-
correct CM, EBLs+non Jap showed lower frequency in marking NOM correctly 
compared to EBLs. The results suggest that the benefits of L2 experience which 
showed in 5.4.1 is mainly from EBLs+Jap, who have learnt a language typologically 
close to the target language. On the other hand, with Type 1 variation on accusative, 
EBLs marked NP-CM correctly for 81.7% of the time, EBLs+Jap for 86.3% and 
EBLs+non Jap for 87.6%. EBLs+non Jap showed a slight higher frequency of 
marking ACC correctly compared to EBLs+Jap. 
A Stata multinomial logistic regression analysis found L2 Japanese 
experience is a significant factor in comparison with EBLs in all (NOM and ACC, 
p=0.018) and NOM (p=0.018) but not in ACC. However, L2 Japanese experience is 
not a significant factor in comparison with EBLs+non Jap overall although it played a 
significant role in NOM type1 variation (p=0.011). In other words, typological 
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proximity is more influential than bilingualism effect in Type 1 variation of NOM. 
These results conflict with Study 1 which found that general L2 experience is 
beneficial in the GJT. Considering Type 1 variation is to reflect production skill 
whereas GJT is based on comprehension skill, two different skills yielded the 
opposite results. Early bilinguals who learnt a typologically close language (e.g. 
Japanese) to L3 Korean are advantageous in the acquisition of grammatical case-
marking of NOM compared to those who learnt other L2s. Considering the task used 
in Studies 1 and 2 is more closely related to Type 1 variation regarding the 
grammaticality that it tests, the results demonstrate that there is a difference between 
comprehension and production of L3 where typological proximity is greatly 
influential.  
In sum, the results propose that L2 experience is advantageous in the 
acquisition of ACC Type 1 variation only. Yet typological proximity between L2 and 
L3 demonstrate further benefits for EBLs+Jap among EBLs+L2 in the acquisition of 
NOM Type 1 variation as well. 
 
5.4.2. The role of structural familiarity in Type 1 variation  
Among verb types, KLs showed the best performance of NOM in TV (96.9% of NP-
correct CM) whereas the biggest difficulties were in EV (81.1% of NP-correct CM) 
and these are consistent for EBLs and EBLs+L2. A chi-square test on NOM of KLs 
showed a significant difference in Type 1 variation between verb types24 (χ2=46.47, 
df=1, p <.0001), meaning that a verb type is significantly influential in NOM Type1 




                                                     
24 The test excludes negative copula and negative EV. 
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Figure 5.8 Frequency (%) of Type1 variation in NOM of EBLs and EBLs+L2 by 
verb type 
 
There are trends of EBLs+L2 marking NOM NP with a correct case-marker more 
frequently compared to EBLs in all sufficient verb types except EV. It is noteworthy 
that EBLs+L2 marked 100% of NOMs with a correct case-marker in TV whereas 
EBLs showed 3.1% of incorrectly marked NPs. However, the results of a Stata 
logistic regression analysis showed that there is no significant difference between DV, 
IV, TV and Copula in Type1 variation regarding a formal L2 experience (p=0.280). 
Investigation of cross-distribution between NOM and ACC in Type 1 
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Table 5.20 Cross-distribution of argument Type 1 realisation variation of NOM and 
ACC tokens 















EBLs 1,101 837 187 159 70 1,253 
NP-correct CM 596 287 69 55 25 436 
NP-Incorrect CM 92 9 5 2 1 17 
Dropped NP 340 507 107 91 39 744 
NP-Ø 73 34 6 11 5 56 
EBLs+L2 289 244 37 33 6 320 
NP-correct CM 174 74 13 8 2 97 
NP-Incorrect CM 22 - - - - 0 
Dropped NP 81 164 23 24 4 215 
NP-Ø 12 6 1 1 - 8 
 
For EBLs, Type 1 variation of NOM between TV and non-TV clauses showed a 
difference. In TV clause, it showed 96.25% (n=436) versus 3.75% (n=17) in NP-
correct CM and NP-incorrect CM, and 86.63% (n=596) versus 13.37% (n=96) in 
non-TV clause. EBLs experienced more difficulty in marking NOM correctly in non-
TV clauses. The same trends showed with EBLs+L2 as they showed 100% of 
correctly marked NOM in TV clauses but only 88.78% (n=174) of NP-correct CM in 
non-TV clauses. 
Type 1 variation of ACC by EBLs showed that 57.2% (n=107) of incorrectly 
marked ACC occurred when NOM is dropped and 36.9% (n=69) occured when NOM 
was correctly marked. When NOM is dropped, 60.6% (n=507) of correctly marked 
ACC occurred and 34.3% (n=287) when NOM was correctly marked. EBLs+L2 
showed the same trends. The results showed that KLs have more difficulties in 
selecting a correct case-marker for ACC when there is only one argument/participant 
available in a clause. It is also worth noting that even when ACC is dropped and not 
available in S-structure, KLs can recognise a covert ACC is available to perform as 
well as in ACC marked structures. EBLs showed a frequency of 96.5% versus 97.0% 
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of correctly marked NOM among NP-CM in Dropped ACC versus Correctly marked 
ACC. Furthermore, EBLs+L2 showed 100% of correctly marked NOM for any kinds 
of ACC available clauses. The role of verb type was found from Type 1 and Type 2 
variation patterns but the role is quite different between the two variation types. In 
Type 1 variation, NOM is marked the most correctly in TV whereas EBLs+L2 
showed irregular variation with CI in TV. The discussion of the two results is based 
on the fact that TV requires two arguments but this fact is playing a different role. For 
instance, having two arguments in Type 2 variation means two decision-making 
processes between three options which is cognitively demanding. However, two 
arguments for Type 1 variation make it easier to assign each case-marker for each NP, 
unlike other verb types, and require KLs to decide only one case-marker in the 
sentence prior to assigning Case. 
This implies that KLs can perceive argument structure of TV and assign Case 
accordingly to NPs whether ACC is available or not on S-structure. It is especially 
notable considering that KLs in the study had only been studying L3 Korean for 8 
months. 
 
5.4.3. The role of home language in Type 1 variation 
In addition to the role of a formal L2 learning experience in Type 1 variation of NOM 
and ACC in L3A, the role of home language was investigated as home language 













Figure 5.9 Frequency (%) of Type1 variation in NOM and ACC by home languages 
 
 
There are some differences between home language groups and trends are 
inconsistent between NOM and ACC. In Type 1 variation of NOM, English & 
Chinese home language group marked NOM NP correctly for the most of the time 
(95%) whereas BI/Malay home language group marked correct ACC NP most 
frequently (91%). For NOM type1 variation, a Stata multinomial logistic regression 
analysis showed that Chinese, English and English & Chinese are significantly better 
than BI/Malay group in marking NOM NPs correctly. However, there is no 
significant difference between home language groups in ACC Type1 variation.  
As discussed earlier in the Type 2 variation study, the number of primary 
home languages seems to cause the difference in their degree of bilingualism. A Stata 
multinomial logistic regression analysis found the number of primary home language 
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5.4.4. NP Feature competition in Type 1 variation 
NP animacy feature was intensively discussed as an influential factor in Type 2 
variation. It is logical to investigate NP animacy feature in Type 1 variation in line 
with the previous discussion. NP animacy feature in NOM and ACC Type 1 variation 
and the comparison with NP animacy feature in CI are shown in Table 5.21. 
 
Table 5.21 NP animacy feature of NOM and ACC (Counts and frequency) of CI and 
KL Type 1 variation 
 
Type 1   NOM  ACC  
Animacy   -  +  Total  -  +  Total  
NP-CM (CI)  
N  321 366 687 353 21 374 
%  46.7 53.3 100 94.4 5.6 100 
KL All 
NP- 
correct CM  
N 415 888 1,303 971 110 1,081 
% 83.2 95 90.9 85.7 64 82.8 
NP- 
Incorrect CM  
N 84 47 131 162 62 224 
% 16.8 5 9.1 14.3 36 17.2 
EBLs 
NP- 
correct CM  
N  323 709 1,032 760 77 837 
%  82.61 94.53 90.45 85.01 59.23 81.74 
NP- 
Incorrect CM  
N  68 41 109 134 53 187 
%  17.39 5.47 9.55 14.99 40.77 18.26 
EBLs+L2  
NP- 
correct CM  
N  92 179 271 211 33 244 
%  85.19 96.76 92.49 88.28 78.57 86.83 
NP- 
Incorrect CM  
N  16 6 22 28 9 37 
%  14.81 3.24 7.51 11.72 21.43 13.17 
 
Type 1 variation of each NP animacy group is heavily correlated with the amount of 
NP animacy of CI. For instance, NOM NP from CI was more associated with 
+animacy (53.3%) compared to –animacy (46.7%). In response to CI influence, KL 
correctly marked NOM NP with +animacy more frequently (95% of NP-correct CM) 
compared to NP with –animacy (only 83.2% of NP-correct CM). The difference in 
NOM Type 1 variation between +animacy and –animacy is significant (p<.0001). It is 
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consistent with animacy feature in ACC inputs. ACC in CI is heavily –animacy 
featured NPs (94.4%), which enable KLs to mark –animacy ACC correctly with 85.7% 
of frequency whereas +animacy featured ACC was correctly marked only 64% of the 
time with a significant difference between +animacy and –animacy in ACC Type 1 
variation (p<.0001). 
Animacy distribution of NOM and ACC in CI encourages KLs to adopt the 
strong animacy cue in marking Case and rely on the animacy cue in the production. 
The Competition Model discussed that NP animacy cue is salient for learners to 
assign Case. In sentence comprehension and production regarding NP Case, the 
parser considers lexical semantic cues (e.g. animacy), morphological cues (e.g. 
agreement markers) and word order cues (e.g. preverbal position) (MacWhinney, 
1987). MacWhinney (2005) conducted experiments adopted sentences with 
conflicting cues such as the eraser push the dogs. According to his study, 20% of 
native English speaking participants chose ‘the dogs’ as agent because of competition 
between the stronger cue of NP animacy and the cue of preverbal positioning. In 
sentence production of L3 Korean, KLs must mark Case explicitly with the rule that 
was generated from analysing linguistic input. As Korean structure allows NP to be 
scrambled in sentences, word order cue is not perceived as the strongest cue in 
Korean, which leaves the animacy cue for KLs to use. During CI comprehension, 
KLs were exposed to strong one-sided animacy cue (as –animacy) from CI ACC, so 
KLs would use animacy cue to assign Case. The Competition Model would explain it 
as cue strength of animacy being significant compared to other cues in assigning Case 




For Type 1 variation, influential factors in marking NP with a correct case-marker are 
L2 experience in a formal setting in accusative, typological proximity in nominative, 
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and balanced bilingualism by use of two home languages overall. Structural 
familiarity and home language were partially influential, depending on the specific 
category. Interestingly, the NP feature, animacy, was found to be influential due to 
animacy of CI NPs. In fact, it can be interpreted that unfamiliar NP feature for Case is 
more difficult to learn.  
For Type 2 variation, influential factors in patterning CI argument realisation 
variation were examined. Firstly, Type 2 variation patterns in argument realisation of 
CI showed a significant difference between verb types. Influential factors in Type 2 
variation pattern are formal L2 learning experiences in nominative, typological 
proximity in nominative, balanced bilingualism by use of two home languages and 
some category of home languages overall. The role of structural familiarity is greater 
among EBLs compared with EBLs+L2 in influence of CI variation patterns, meaning 
that EBLs+L2 are more consistent in patterning CI Type2 variation. The results are 
consistent with Study 1. 
The current study especially proves sensitivity of early bilinguals to variation 
patterns of L3 argument realisation which was not taught explicitly in the class. A 
formal language learning experience enhanced sensitivity beyond advantages from 
early bilingualism. The results imply that teaching materials should be designed with 
attention to variation patterns and authenticity. Indeed, fluency and native-like 
proficiency would be achieved by acquiring sociolinguistic aspects of a target 
language by learners of L3. 
One limitation of the current study is that the data was collected from timed 
written works. It would be necessary to analyse the performance that reflects learners’ 
implicit knowledge of variation patterns to compare in the future. There is also a 
possibility of other language influences besides classroom input, such as media 
exposure, which reflects more native like speech, and could play a role in learners’ 
variation patterns of argument realisation. Considering that classroom input and 
native speech showed a significant difference in general from previous works, it 
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would be salient to seek the role of different types of L3 exposure in the acquisition 
of variation patterns. Korean media in Singapore, where the study was conducted, is 
easy to access and popular among learners of Korean.  
Investigation of the role of typological proximity in Type 1 and Type 2 
variation was limited to overall performance and the role of each type was unable to 
be pursued due to the small sample size. Future study is necessary to study the role of 
typological proximity and structural familiarity. 
 
6. Conclusion 
The main contribution of this dissertation is to investigate any additive effect of late 
bilingualism among early bilinguals in learning L3 case-marking. From three 
quantitative studies, the results from the three studies consistently showed that a 
formal L2 learning experience later in life is beneficial in additional language 
learning, specifically of grammatical case-marking and variation patterns of argument 
realisation due to enhanced sensitivity to linguistic input developed by previous 
language learning experiences. The three studies are summarised below. 
The first study in Chapter 3 was conducted to examine the role of typological 
proximity in L3 learning among early bilinguals with and without L2 learning 
experience, particularly a sub-group with L2 Japanese, typologically close to L3, and 
the other sub-group with typologically non-related L2s. The second study was 
designed to further investigate any influence of L3 proficiency between early 
bilinguals and early bilinguals with L2 experience prior to L3. In addition, correlation 
between metalinguistic awareness and L3 performance was examined. The last study 
was to examine variation patterns of nominative and accusative argument realisation 
in learners’ written production and influence of classroom input in the patterns. In 
this study, possible influential factors were examined in their role in acquisition of 
variation patterns. 
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 The results showed that benefits of L2 learning experience in a formal setting 
appears to be additive to early bilinguals in addition to existing benefits of early 
bilingualism, and this additive effect is the most impactful at the initial stage of 
learning L3. After the novice proficiency level of L3, the L2 learning experience does 
not seem to benefit overall performance. It also confirmed that the case-marking 
system of Korean is developed at a very early stage of learning L3 by EBLs+L2 
whereas EBLs consistently increased their score in case-marking performance along 
the general proficiency levels. However, what still remains as a distinctive character 
of L2 experience is implicit sensitivity to structural familiarity. Enhanced sensitivity 
to new linguistic structures, which is advantageous in performance in unfamiliar 
structures, was evident in EBLs+L2s until L3 advanced proficiency level. In addition, 
enhanced sensitivity to linguistic structures does not only affect the acquisition of 
obligatory forms but the acquisition of variation patterns. Indeed, Study 3 
demonstrated that L2 experience is beneficial in the acquisition of variation patterns 
of argument realisation as a result of resemblance of the patterns between classroom 
inputs and learners’ performance. 
In conclusion, previous formal study of a non-native language is beneficial in 
L3 learning among early bilinguals. However, this benefit is not limited to languages 
that are only typologically close to the L3. It is a formal experience of any language 
learning, regardless of typological proximity, that associated with enhanced 
performance in learning a subsequent language. And this benefit is not only generated 
from transfer of linguistic information between languages but from enhanced 
cognitive ability such as sensitivity to linguistic information and ability to analyse 
and control the knowledge. This ability, indeed, is beneficial in learning subsequent 
languages, especially unfamiliar structures or variation patterns which require 
analytic ability. Given the limits of the relatively short period of studying Korean (8-
month) and the learning setting outside of the target language society, this is an 
impactful result that L2 experience can develop learners’ ability to recognise 
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sociolinguistic variation from limited input at the early stage of learning L3. The term 
used in Cenoz (2003), ‘the additive effect of bilingualism’ or ‘enhanced feature 
sensitivity’ proposed by Jaensch (2009) is further supported by this study.  
 
6.1. Implication and directions for future research 
As language teachers, we do not know if learners in the classroom are true L2 
learners or multilinguals learning an additional language such as L3, L4 and so on. 
Adult learners of non-English L1 especially are likely to be L3 learners rather than L2 
learners by the high chance that bilinguals outnumber monolinguals globally. 
Therefore, it would be important to understand the process and the approach of 
acquisition of a target language by L3 learners so that teachers can facilitate the 
teaching methodology and approaches to best suit them. 
Considering the fact that metalinguistic awareness is beneficial in language 
learning, it would be more effective to approach the target features of language 
metacognitively in the second language classroom, especially for multilingual adult 
learners. By doing so, learners can retrieve language learning strategy gained from 
previous language learning experiences and this would enhance learning a subsequent 
language, at least at the initial stage for adult L3 learners. It would be worth 
investigating an approach with metalinguistic knowledge and meta-cognition to teach 
adult learners of L3. 
Adult learners can make use of metalinguistic knowledge of existing 
knowledge just like any other declarative knowledge by transferring it to achieve a 
new knowledge. In addition, learners with L2 learning experiences in a formal setting 
can transfer the experience of learning, namely procedural knowledge to learn an 
additional language. Ultimately, procedural knowledge assists them to search the 
right knowledge to transfer and transfer it in the right place. In other words, the L2 
learning experience is advantageous in finding the correct departing point and landing 
point so that it benefits learners in learning a language. 
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Investigation in the L3 acquisition field is still young and there is a long way 
to go. There are conflicting ideas in the study of the source of transfer in L3 learning 
and different approaches are still available to study L3A. This dissertation can 
provide some empirical support of the additive effect of late bilingualism but it 
questions if it is linguistic feature transfer that occurs during L3A. Rather, it would 
seem to be transfer of procedural knowledge, enhanced sensitivity and ability to 
perceive and interpret cues correctly in the case-marking system. I propose that 
previous formal language study contributes different but significant benefits to 
subsequent language learning performance. However, it is unknown whether additive 
effect can be strengthened by adding more languages such as L4, L5 and so on. To 
confirm the additive effect, further studies are required with L4, L5 and Ln.  
This dissertation can be better by further investigating the performance of L3 
learners in various types of language tasks to tap explicit knowledge and implicit 
knowledge of TL. There might be a difference between performance depending on 
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APPENDIX A. Language Background Survey 
 
What is your full name? 
What is your email address?  
1. Nationality? 
2. Current country of residence; 
3. Ethnicity (please check all that apply) 
4. Birth Year:  
5. Gender: 
6. University attended / currently attending, if any:  
7. What is your primary home language?  
7-1. What is your secondary home language, if any? 
8. Date you began to study Korean (MM/YYYY):  
9. Which choice below best describes how you have studied Korean: 
① Formal setting : in a classroom 
② Informal setting: with friends or on your own 
③ Mix of formal and informal settings 
 
10. What is your proficiency in Korean now? 
① Advanced: I can speak fluently on almost any topic in formal and informal 
settings. 
② Upper Intermediate: I can speak fluently when dealing with familiar topics 
and daily tasks. 
③ Lower Intermediate: I can handle some routine situations such as talking 
about family and daily activities. 
④ Upper novice: I can create simple sentences on a few topics. 
⑤ Lower novice: I can read Hangeul and know a few vocabulary words. 
163 
11. Have you studied or acquired any other languages besides your first language 
and Korean? 
 




12. Please state any language you know. (except /  your first language and Korean)-
Language 2 
 
12. Please state any language you know. (except /  your first language and Korean)-
Language 3 
 
12-1. When did you start to study/acquire Language 1? 
12-2. Was it mainly formal setting of informal setting of studying Language 1? (in 
class or with friends and media) 











APPENDIX B. Untimed Grammaticality Judgement Test 
Used for Study 1 and 2 
 
Code Test items English Translation 
IVA1 회사원이 학교에 갑니다. The office worker goes to school. 
IVA2 강이지가 방에서 잡니다. The dog sleeps in the room. 
IVA3 교실에서  동생이 운동합니다. The little sister/brother exercises in 
the classroom. 
IVA4 한국에 토미 씨를 삽니다. Tommy lives in Korea. 
IVA5 집에 아버지를 옵니다. Dad comes home. 
IVA6 할아버지를 웃습니다. Grandfather smiles. 
TVA1 어머니가 한국어를 가르칩니다. Mum teaches Korean. 
TVA2 메리 씨가 책을 읽습니다. Mary reads a book. 
TVA3 학생이 주스를 마십니다. The student drinks juice. 
TVA4 영화가 선생님을 봅니다. The teacher watches a film. 
TVA5 우산이 유정 씨를 좋아합니다. Yujeong likes an umbrella. 
TVA6 일본어가 민호 씨를 씁니다. Minho writes Japanese. 
TVB1 닭을 먹습니다. (Someone) eats a chicken. 
TVB2 발을 씻습니다. (Someone) washes feet. 
TVB3 할머니를 만납니다. (Someone) meets Grandmather. 
TVB4 피아노가 배웁니다. (Someone) learns a piano. 
TVB5 노트북이 삽니다. (Someone) buys a labtop. 
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TVB6 한국 음식가 공부합니다. (Someone) stuedis Korean food. 
DVA1 핸드폰이 작습니다. The mobile phone is small. 
DVA2 바나나가 맛있습니다. Banana is delicious. 
DVA3 케이크가 비쌉니다. Cake is expensive. 
DVA4 도서관을 덥습니다. The library is hot. 
DVA5 잡지를 재미없습니다. The magazine is boring. 
DVA6 수영을 어렵습니다. Swimming is difficult. 
DTR1 고양이가 나무 위에 앉습니다. The cat sits on the tree. 
DTR2 이 옷은 정말 깨끗합니다. This dress is really clean. 
DTR3 소희 씨가 드레스를 입었습니다. Sohui wore the dress. 
DTR4 극장 직원이 아주 친절합니다. The employee at the cinema is very 
kind. 
DTR5 유리 씨가 도서관에서 쉽니다. Yuri rests at the library. 
DTR6 영화가 끝나고 밥을 먹었습니다. 
(Someone) had a meal after the 
movie. 
DTR7 오빠가 놀이 공원에서 놀습니다. 
My brother enjoys himself at the 
theme park. 
DTR8 맛있은 음식을 시키세요. Order some delicious food. 
DTR9 
잡채가 너무 매워서 못 먹고 
싶어요. 
Japchae is too spicy to eat. 
DTR10 자판기에서 동전을 넣으세요. Insert a coin into the vending 
machine. 
DTR11 우유가 식탁에 뜨겁습니다. Milk is hot on the table. 
DTR12 동생이 배를 고파서 밥을 먹어요.  Younger brother has a meal 
because he is hungry. 
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APPENDIX C. Metalinguistic Awareness Test 










GA1 He eats a car at the canteen. 
GA2 Strawberries are always teasing Mark. 
GA3 The tree runs at the park every Sunday. 




UA1 A library is for singing a place. 
UA2 
Went home from the restaurant the 
banana. 
UA3 
The more wicked slug in the forest 
scratched Sara. 
UA4 The hungry shoe the popsicle ate. 
Grammatical 
Meaningful 
 No errors 
GM1 This is not my expensive car. 
GM2 His jacket was torn at the shoulder. 
GM3 
My Mum parked a car next to the 
building. 




UM1 An apple eaten by a horse is. 
UM2 Peter gave this me new car. 
UM3 
My mother was seeing at the hospital a 
doctor. 
UM4 
The old train never at the station 
arrived. 
 
